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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mz. Epmunp Luauzy has been appointed a Master of 
he Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Jus- 
pe, in place of Mr. Unthank, resigned. Mr. Lumley 
as called to the bar in Hilary Term, 1865, and is a 
ember of the Midland Circuit. 





By THE RESIGNATION by Mr. Unthank of the office of 
ter, the Queen’s Bench Division has lost the services 
fan official who has always been known as an acute 
able lawyer, and for many years past has enjoyed 
almost unequalled reputetion for efficiency and 
factical skil in the discharge of his duties. We are 
jing no more than justice to the gentleman who suc- 
feds to the vacant mastership when we say that the 
mm of acute and able lawyer may be not less justly 
plied to him than to his predecessor, and we feel 
in that his judgment, temper, and good sense will 
e the labours of those who have to appear before him 
peasy and pleasant as contests on the apices juris can 
{their nature be. 





‘Tue onicin of the ancient offices of Postman and 
bman of the Exchequer Division, to which appoint- 
mts have been made this week, seems difficult to 
Within the Exchequer Court the gentlemen 
o hold these positions have (according to Price) pre- 
lience, the one of the Attorney the other of the 
jlicitor-General, in all ordinary business. In 1840, in 
e case of f. v. Bishop of Exeter (7 M & W., 
B8), the Postman claimed precedence of the Attor- 
y-General; but upon the Attorney-General’s stating 
lat it was the Queen’s business in which he moved, the 
decided that he was entitled to be heard before 
Postman. The Postman and Tubman are said to 
so named from the places they occupy in the court, 
Postman having his ‘‘ post” on the left extremity of 
le first row of the outer bar (the right of the bench), 
id the Tubman being seated in a box or “ tub’’ on the 
ht extremity. They are always members of the outer 
ar, and are nominated by the Lord Chief Baron by 
ford of mouth in open court, but have no rank or 
fivilege beyond its precincts (9 Foss’s Judges, 110). 
mong the names of former holders of the offices are 
bse of Chief Justice Jervis, Lord Penzance, Lord 
tice Thesiger, and Justices Crompton, Willes, and 
wish; and in Mr. Anstie a worthy successor has been 
pund to the list of learned Postmen. 


race. 





| From VARIOUS QUARTERS rumours come of. Russian pro- 
tts for using against the English commercial marine, in 
revent of war, ships which are not part of their regular 
vy. The first article of the Declaration of Paris, 1856 
“La course est et demeure abolie,” “ Privateering is 
ad remains abolished ’’—prohibits the only class of 
lps, other than the regular navy, which was then 
y employed against an enemy’s commerce ; and 





this has not unnaturally produced an idea that the effect 
of the article would be to limit each nation to its regular 
navy—t.e., to ships owned by the State, and fitted out 
primarily for fighting other armed vessels, not for cap- 
turing unarmed vessels. But a privateer differed 
from a regular ship of war, not so much in 
belonging to a private individual instead .of to the 
State, or in being primarily intended, not for war, 
but for the capture of merchant ships, as in being under 
the control of this private owner, and in the officers 
and crew being his servants, instead of the servants of 
the State. ‘The words “ privateer,” “ course,” “ corsaire,” 
are always applied to cases where the ship is under the 
control of a private individual holding letters of marque, 
and the chief objection to privateering was this absence 
of direct State control over the ship and crew. Moreover, 
though it resulted from the only remuneration to crew 
or owner being prize money that privateers were of late 
years practically fitted out only with a view to capturing 
an enemy’s merchant ships, they were authorized to 
carry on war in other ways, and in earlier times—e.g., 
Elizabeth's reign—this was by no means their only ob- 
ject. If the parties to the Declaration of Paris had in- 
tended to prohibit the fitting out of vessels exclusively 
for capturing an enemy’s merchant ships, or to restrict 
a nation to the use of its regular navy, it would not have 
been difficult to find suitable words for expressing that 
intention. It seems, therefore, very questionable whether 
the prohibition of privateering would extend to ships 
which, though belonging to private owners, and intended 
to be used only for capturing merchant ships, had been 
placed under the control of the State, and were officered 
and manned by the servants of the State. 

The question has only once been raised in a practical 
shape—viz., by the Prussian decree for a voluntary 
marine issued during the Franco-German war, July 26, 
1870. This decree (which will be found in the Parlia- 
mentary Papers, House of Commons, 1871, vol. 71, p. 
20), invited shipowners to lend their ships for the war, 
receiving as remuneration ten per cent. of the value, or 
if the ship should be destroyed, the full value. The 
crews were to be hired by the owners, but were ‘‘ to 
enter the Federal Navy for the continuance of the war, 
wear its uniform, acknowledge its competency, and take 
oath to the articles of war.” In case these ships de- 
stroyed or captured ships of the enemy, certain pre- 
miums were to be paid to the owners for distribution 
among the crews. The French Government complained 
to Lord Granville, then the English Foreign Secretary, 
about this decree, alleging that it was, under a dis- 
guised form, the re-establishment of privateering; 
but Lord Granville, after consulting the then law 
officers — Sir Travers Twiss, Sir R. Collier, and Sir 
John Coleridge—replied: ‘‘They advise me that there 
are, in their opinion, substantial differences between the 
proposed naval volunteer force sanctioned by the Prussian 
Government and the system of privateering which, 
under the designation of ‘‘ 1a course’ the Declaration of 
Paris was intended to suppress. The law officers say 
that, as far as they can judge, the vessels referred to the 
notification of the 24th of July will be, for all intents 
and purposes, in the service of the Prussian Government, 
and the crews will be under the same discipline as the 
crews on board vessels belonging permanently to the 
Federal Navy. This being the case now, and as long 
as it continues to be so, the law officers consider that her 
Majesty’s Government cannot object to the decree of the 
Prussian Government as infringing the Declaration of 
Paris.” The Prussian Government had previously 
announced that they did not intend to seize the enemy’s 
merchant ships, and their minister laid stress upon this 
in what he said to the English Ambassador about the 
French complaint and Lord Granville’s answer. But 
while this was material both for vindicating the consis- 
tency of the Prussian Government, and for removing any 
fears the English Government might entertain as to 
these vessels interfering with English merchant — 
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it is not easy to see how it could affect the legal 
question whether the Prussian decree was an infringe- 
ment of the Declaration of Paris. Mr. Lawrence, 
in the 1863 edition of Wheaton, p. 639, says, 
with reference to a volunteer navy established by 
the United States during their war with the Southern 
States, apparently very similar to the Prussian volun- 
teer navy, “Can anyone doubt, if the United States were 
a party to the Declaration, their right of employing in 
a foreign war this volunteer navy for any purpose, even 
for the capture of private property, in which their public 
vessels or those of other nations might properly be en- 
gaged 2” 

We fear, therefore, it will be found that if the Russian 
Government, after obtaining from private individuals 
ships and crews, places them under Government officers, 
we shall not be able to object that they are violating 
the Declaration of Paris. Of course, if Americans, or 
any other neutrals, lend their ships for this purpose, 
they will probably be violating their laws corresponding 
to our Foreign Enlistment Act. 





In THE case of West v. White (25 W. R. 342, L. R. 4 
Ch. D. 631), in which the plaintiff complained of injury 
from noxious fumes issuing from the defendant’s works, 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon refused to deprive the defendant 
of his right under ord. 36, r. 3, to have the case tried be- 
forea judge and jury. He said, “I find the case justifies 
me in saying in my discretion that the defendant should 
not be deprived of that right, and that the trial should 
not take place against his will in this court when he 
desires what the Act of Parliament seems to contemplate, 
that it should be tried beforea jury.” In the subsequent 
ease of Back v. Hay (25 W. R. 392) Vice-Chancellor 
Malins, dealing with the same question of the discretion 
allowed to the judge by rule 26 of order 36, said ‘‘ that 
there were many cases which were proper for a jury was 
of course true; for example, the question of nuisance 
or no nuisance raised in West v. White, in which 
the jury could have a view of the locus in quo 
while the judge could not, was one of such cases, 
and he thought the discretion which the court had 
was very properly exercised in that case.” But in a case 
of Brooke v. Wigg, on Tuesday last, in which the owner 
of a mansion at Chester complained of injury from 
noxiousfumes issuing from the defendant’s works,the same 
Vice-Chancellor refused to send the case before a jury, on 
the ground that the parties had agreed that the evidence 
should be taken by affidavit, that the evidence had been 
taken at great length by affidavit, and that the effect of 
an agreement to take evidence in this way was “that 
the action should be tried before a judge in the Chancery 
Division, and not before a jury, where the parties must 
have perfectly well known the affidavits could not be 
used.” We need hardly draw the moral that if this 
decision is to be followed it will be necessary for parties 
to actions relating to alleged nuisances to exercise great 
caution in agreeing that the evidence shall be taken by 
affidavit. 





Tue Lecistature has lost no time in remedying the 
effects of the judgment in Hindhaugh v. Blakey (26 
W. R. 480). On the 2nd of March last it was held by 
the Common Pleas Division that a person writing his 
signature across the face of a bill of exchange without 
adding the word “‘ accepted’ was not liable as an acceptor 
within the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1256 (19 
& 20 Vict. c. 97),s. 6. On the 19th of March the At- 
torney-General stated in the House of Commons, in 
answer to Mr. Stanton, that as the object of the section 
in question was the introduction of the Scotch iaw into 
England and Ireland, he desired to inquire into the 
Scotch law and practice on the subject before deciding 
what steps should be taken. On the 28th of March, 
however, Sir John Lubbock obtained leave to introduce 





















a Bill *‘ to declare the law relating to the 

bills of exchange.” ‘This Bil wat read ¢ faint aa 
the 9th of April, and on the 11th it was introdupaj 
the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. Jt ya... 
the Upper House on the 15th of April, and on the fo), 
ing day received the Royal assent. The pr 

the statute (41 & 42 Vict. c. 13) recites the Mereans 
Law Amendment Act, 1856, s. 6, and the Mero i 
Law Amendment Act (Scotland), 1856 (19 & 20 Vig, 
60), s. 11; and that ‘‘ doubts have arisen as to the 4, 
effect and intention of the said enactment, and a , 
whether the signature of the drawee alone can constit, 
a sufficient acceptance of the bill so as to satisfy the», 
quirements of the said statute” ; and section 1 enacts ¢ 
** an acceptance of a bill of exchange is not, and 9 
not be deemed to be, insufficient under the provisions 
the said statutes, by reason only that such acceptay 
consists merely of the signature of the drawee writ 
on such bill.” 
























WE HAVE OFTEN WONDERED that it has never occupy 
to any member of Parliament to introduce a short Bilt 
restrict the landlord’s remedy for rent by distress in} 
case of small tenements, There is scarcely a week iy 
which some piteous story of oppression in the use of thi 
process does not come before a metropolitan pulis 
court, and, although some of the tenants distrained ; 
avail themselves of the summary remedy provided 
2 & 3 Vict. c. 71, it cannot be doubted that greet au 
bers quietly endure the illegal and arbitrary actsof { 
brokers. The main use of the process appears, ind 
to be to benefit these individuals. This week, far i 
stance, in a case at the Westminster Police Cout if 
came out in evidence that the goods of the wife o 
lunatic confined in an asylum had been distrained, ai 
she had been left without a single article of furniti, 
The landlord said he had not received anything f 
the distress. The broker said “the woman had ey 
opportunity to go, but did not avail herself of i; 
the goods only realized 15s., and the expenses of { 
man in possession and his fees amounted to that.” 
magistrate naturally asked what use that was tote 
landlord, and we may repeat the question with refereu 
to very many of these cases. We see little objection 
a provision relating to the class of premises defined ia 
& 3 Vict. c. 71, requiring the landlord to obtain i 
order of a magistrate before distraining on his tenmly 
goods. 































Wirn recarp to the rules under the Prisons 4 
1877, relating to the confinement of debtors, the¥ 
allowed to be paid them, and their other privilegs 
we are informed that new instructions have during # 
present week been sent to the prison authorities. 

















Mr. Cross has appointed Captain William i. Feow 
Major Arthur G. F. Griffiths, Colonel Frederick Gent 
Hankin, Captain John Maitland Lennox, and © 
Henry K. Wilson, to be inspectors.of prisons 
Prison Act, 1877. 


The New York Times calls attention to a Bill laid 
Congress by Senator Burnside on the 9th of April,’ 
provides ‘that, in the public schools of the distné 
Columbia, the school officers shall introduce, as 
daily exercise of each school in their jurisdiction, 
tion in the elements of social and moral science, 5 
industry, order, economy, punctuality, patient * 
denial, health, purity, temperance, cleanliness, 
truth, justice, politeness, peace, fidelity, phi 
patriotism, self-respect, hope, oe on chieett 
courage, self-reliance, gratitude, pity, mercy, * 
conscience, reflection, and the will. The teachert 
give a lesson every day upon one of these topics. 
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TENANT'S OBLIGATION TO KEEP UP 
BOUNDARIES. 


Ir is not a little curious that an important obligation 
attaching to the relation of landlord and tenant, and recog- 
nized as ‘‘ long settled” st the commencement of the 
present century, should yet be comparatively undefined. 
The general principle that ‘‘a tenant contracts, among 
other obligations resulting from that relation, to keep 
distinct from his own property during his tenancy, and 
to leave clearly distinct at the end of it, his landlord’s 
property, not in any way confounded with his own,” was 
laid down by Lord Eldon in Attorney-General v. 
Fullerton (2 V. & B. 263), and he subsequently said it 
was “a common equity that a tenant, having put his 
landlord’s property and his own together for his own 
convenience, in order to make the most of it during his 
tenancy, is bound at the end of the term to render up 
specifically the landlord’s land.” The meaning of this 
would seem to be obvious enough ; the tenant may throw 
together for convenience of occupation his own land 
and his landlord’s land, but he must be careful 
to keep up at all times during the tenancy such 
landmarks as will both enable himself at the end of the 
tenancy to distinguish accurately his landlord's land, and 
will also enable the landlord at any time during the ten- 

. ancy to satisfy himself as to what land is his. This latter 
part of the obligation does not seem to have been 
always quite clearly kept in view in subsequent 
cases. Thus, in Attorney-General v. Stephens (4 W. R. 
191; 6 D. G. M. & G. 111), Lord Cranworth, while 
stating it as the duty of the tenant to preserve “ the 
metes and bounds of the demised parcels of land, so 
that those lands might at all times be readily distin- 
guished from the other lands with which they lie inter- 
mixed,” explained the rule as being that, “where a 
tenant for life or for years or at will has land of his own 
adjoining to that which he so held as tenant, it is his 
duty to keep the bounds between them clear and distinct, 
80 that at the eapiration of the tenancy the reversioner or 
remainderman may be able without difficulty to resume 
possession of what belongs to him.” And in Brown v. 
Wales (22 W. R. 157, L. R. 15 Eq. 142), Wickens, V.C., 
said that ‘‘ a lessor who, by no fault of his own, cannot 
distinguish the boundaries of land, may ask the lessee 
what it is that is to be given up.” But a very little con- 
sideration shows that there are reasons which make the 
tule applicable during the continuance of the tenancy as 
well as at its expiration. If the tenant may obliterate 
the boundaries of his land during his tenancy, how is the 
landlord to know on what land he may distrain for rent, or 
where he may exercise the rights usually excepted and 
reserved in the lease? In the recent case of Spike v. 
Harding (26 W. R. 420), the question of the obligation 
to keep up the boundaries during the tenancy was dis- 
tinctly raised, and Mr. Justice Fry held, in accordance 
with Lord Eldon’s decision, that the obligation of the 
tenant applies, not merely at the end of the term when 
he comes to deliver up the property, but also at all 
times during the subsistence of the term. 

But what is the tenant to keep up in the shape of boun- 
daries ? Must he necessarily keep up the actual ancient 
boundary? In the recent case the bank and ditch origin- 
ally separating the demised land from the tenant’s own 
land wére alleged to be on the tenant’s own land. 
The tenant levelled the bank and filled up the 
ditch, and so obliterated the boundary. According to 
Mr. Justice Fry, he was not necessarily bound to keep 
up the hedge and ditch. He must either keep up that 
boundary or some other boundary which would render 
the two properties clearly distinct. It is a little difficult 
to see how, after the complete obliteration of the hedge 
and ditch, the landlord could, as Lord Eldon said, in 
Attorney-General v. Fullerton, “ go to some land which 
he can demonstrate as his own,” or be restored to land 
“‘ which is unquestionably his.” With great deference, 
We should think that there must be sufficient traces of 





the ancient fence left to enable the landlord at all times 
during the tenancy and at its close to satisfy himself as 
to the limits of his-land. 

The mode formerly adopted by the court of ascertaining 
boundaries confused by the tenant was by commission, 
following the course pursued in the case of copyholds 
which had become confounded with freehold lands (Duke 
of Leeds v. Earl of Strafford, 4 Ves. 180). But in the 
recent case counsel on both sides agreed in urging upon 
the court the advisability of substituting an inquiry in 
chambers for the old procedure by commission. They 
said that the principles on which the court directs a 
commission to ascertain boundaries and a commission 
to make a partition are the same; that the practice as 
to partition had, since 1852, changed; that com- 
missions to make a partition were now almost obsolete; 
and that, on the same principle, commissions should be 
abandoned in questions of boundary. The learned judge, 
accordingly, instead of directing a commission to issue, 
referred it to chambers to ascertain the boundaries 
between the premises belonging to the lessee and the 
premises comprised in the lease to him. 

A question not touched upon in the recent case is 
what is to be done if upon a commission or inquiry in 
chambers it is found impossible to distinguish the 
boundaries. The rule here was very clearly laid down 
by Lord Eldon in Attorney-General v. Fullerton: “If 
the tenant has so confounded the boundaries, sub-divid- 
ing the land by hedges and stones and destroying the 
metes and bounds, that the landlord’s land cannot be 
ascertained, the court will inquire what was the value of 
the landlord’s estate, valued fairly, but to the utmost, as 
against that tenant who has himself destroyed the 
possibility of the landlord having his own,” and then 
(see the judgment in Attorney-General v. Stephens) 
there will be set out under the commission such a piece 
of the tenant’s own land as will be of equal value to the 
land originally demised, and this piece must be con- 
veyed to the landlord. 





Mr. Nairne, second clerk at the Marlbcorough-street 
Police-court, has been appointed chief clerk at Southwark 
Police-court. 

In the Liverpool Court of Passage, on Tuesday, before 
Mr. Baylis, Q.C., assessor, a case was heard in which a 
seaman named Peter Severs sued the owners of the vessel 
Tonawanda for £21 11s. 4d., balance of wages. A question 
was raised as to whether the court had jurisdiction. 
Some action had been taken in the matter in dispute 
between the plaintiff and defendants by the American 
consul at Liverpool, The Tonawanda being an American 
vessel, and before the case came on for hearing tlie 
American consul addressed a remonstrance to the learned 
assessor against the case being heard in his court. The 
statement of defence alleged that the plaintiff deserted 
from the ship at Liverpool. His Honour said he was of 
opinion that the suit must be dismissed, for he felt bound 
to entertain the protest of the consul addressed to him 
personally. He had a discretion in the matter admittedly, 
and in a case & short time ago he exercised that discretion 
in a suit for wages. It was a case in which he thought 
that a consul was not a disioterested party, and so should 
not be a judge in his own case. In this case itdid nob 
appear at all that there was any interest on the part of 
the consul. The plaintiff had embarked at Mobile on an 
American ship, and at this port the dispute as to wages 
arose. It seems a long time had elapsed—between the 
19th of June, 1877, and the institution of the suit, the 9th 
of February, 1878—but there might be reasons for that. He 
thought it was highly important that the consul or officer 
of a country should dispose of such cases as these between 
the master and crew or owners and crew of aship. The 
consul’s protest, being delivered before the case came on 
for hearing, was in time; and the consul not only pro- 
tested because he had himself adjudicated on the case, 
but because the plaintiff was aseaman of the United Sta'es. 
The objection his honour held to be valid, and as this 
prohibition, so to speak, was laid upon him, he could nos 
proceed with the case. 
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Rehiews. 
PRISONS. 


“Tur Law or Prisons in EnGianp AND Wates, &c., 
&c. By Roserr Witxusson, of Lincoln’s-inn, Barris- 
ter-at-Law. Knight & Co. 


The author of this work is evidently enamoured of the 
new prison system and somewhat needlessly depreciates 
the worth of the old system, which certainly gave 
greater scope to the managing and directing abili- 
ties of local authorities, and promoted those feelings 
of individual responsibility which have, in the 
past, formed a most important part of our national 
life. In his preface the difference between the 
duties of visiting committees and visiting justices 
is not correctly estimated. When the commit- 
tee are deprived of power to appoint or remove the 
meanest officer, tomake any alterationin the prison edifice, 
or to make a contract for even a bag of meal, it cannot 
be correctly said that ‘‘the principal difference in their 
position may, indeed, be said to consist in the fact 
that they will in future possess the supervision of the 
prisons under the Secretary of State, instead of being 
subject to the authority of the ‘justices in sessions 
assembled.”” The importance of the change effected is 
nowhere better shown than in the following paragraph 
which occurs in the new rules approved by the Secretary 
of State :— 


“*Tt must be understood that, although the words ‘justices 
in sessions assembled,’ ‘ visiting justices,’ &c. are retained in 
the extracts from the Prison Act, 1865, the former no longer 
exercise the powers given in that Act, and the latter are 
abolished entirely. The commissioners of prisons exercise 
all the powers formerly vested in visiting justices, and the 
visiting committee exercise only such of them as are given in 
section 14, sub-section 2, of the Prison Act, 1877, together 
with such other powers as are specified in the rules made by 
the Secretary of State and printed in italics.” 


The second part of the volume contains a valuable 
analysis of the Prison Acts of 1865 and 1877, showing 
where one supersedes the other, and pointing out how 
the combined regulations of the two Acts may be carried 
into effect. The various Acts and schedules relating in 
any way to prison management are afterwards set forth 
in extenso with occasional foot notes elucidating the 
text, and especially pointing out where the Act of 1877 
modifies or alters the Act of 1865. This will be very 
useful, as the two Acts overlap so much as to make it 
difficult to understand which powers are continued, and 
which are modified or abolished; and this is the more 
confusing as the old term “visiting justices” is con- 
tinually used, whilst all or nearly all their functions are 
now performed by the commissioners. 

The last seventy-one pages of the volume contain a 
very complete index, which will probably be found not 
the least useful part of the work. 

In one respect, the work before us is necessarily in- 
complete, for the regulations under the Act of last session 
are still imperfect. The dietary tables are not 
yet issued; there appears to be some doubt on this 
head as to the proper system to be adopted, and the 
late prison authorities, so far as provisions, &c., are 
concerned, are to exercise their old functions until the 
15th of May. The commissioners have also yet to decide 
upon various matters in relation to untried prisoners, 
prisoners under remand, persons in gaol in default of 
sureties, &c, The justices in one borough resigned be- 
cause they were not allowed the services of their 
clerk; this caused the issue of a short supplemental 
notice, which, with others of a similar character, 
are not to be found in this volume. As to what and 
when the visiting committee are to report to the 
Secretary of State, no instructions have yet. been 
furnished. In many instances where matters are referred 
to a visiting committee it is left in doubt whether one 





May 4, 1878, 
—=—= 


or more members may act on behalf of the whole 
which it would be manifestly impossible always to call 
together when exigencies occur, such as, for ings 

a question as to the punishment necessary to be inflicteg 
on refractory prisoners. These, and other mattey 
arising from the establishment of a new system involyj 
serious changes of administration, call for new regul,. 
tions, and these must soon render necessary a revised 
edition of the work before us. 





General CorrespunVence. 


LAND FRAUDS AND REGISTRATION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—In your recent notice of Downs’ case, 
refer to a numberof instances of fraudulent de 
with land in the various home counties other thy 
Middlesex, and add this comment: “The rogues, whethe 
reasonably or unreasonably, do, as a matter of 
avoid the register county, notwithstanding that the stat 
of the register is such as to render it a most inefficient 
protection.” You might have extended your list of 


“ ryogues”’ by adding the name of David Hughes, who 
land frauds were as extensive as those of Roupell and 
Downs put together, and who operated almost ex. 
clusively in Middlesex, and managed to make of the 
register a most efficient auxiliary. 


A. Ei 





“A NEW JUSTICE IN EYRE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—If ‘‘ Examinee,” whose letter under this title 
appears at p. 490, will kindly say how seventy-four men 
are to be examined singly in less than eight hours, m- 
less the vivd voce examination is to be a mere farce, he 
will confer a real boon upon Tue Examivm 





Cases of the CUieck. 


PRACTICE—StTRIKING ouT InTERROGATORTES—SOsNDAL 
AND IRRELEVANCE—ANSWERS TENDING To CRIMINATE— 
Orp. 81, rR. 5, 8.—In a case of Fisher v. Owen, decided by the 
Court of Appeal on the 30th ult., a question of importance 
arose as‘to the proper course to be followed where a person 
to whom interrogatories have been delivered thinks that they 
are of such a nature that, if he iscompelled to answer them, 
his answers may tend to criminate. himself. The action 
was brought to set aside a deed of gift, which a testatnx 
had, on her death bed, executed in favour of the defend. 
ant, it being alleged that she had dune so in ignoransof 
its contents, and while she was in « state of stupor produced 
by a narcotic drug which had been administered to her by 
the defendant in concert with a medical man. By he 
statement of defence the defendant denied the charges #* 
toto, The plaintiff delivered interrogatories for thé exam- 
ination of the defendant of a very searching character, 
founded on the allegations contained in the statement 
of claim. The defendant applied by summons t0 
Bacon, V.C., to have the interrogatories struck out 
as being (in the words of rule 5 cf order 31) ‘scandalous 
and irrelevant, and not put Jond jide for. the purposes 
of the action,” and as being bad in substance, 
upon other grounds. The objection taken in argument 
to the interrogatories was that the answers to them mig 
tend to expose the defendant to a criminal prosecution, 
on this ground the Vice-Chancellor held that the interroga 
tories were scandalous and irrelevant, and ordered them 
to be struck out, without prejudice to the right ‘of the 
plaintiff to deliver proper interrogatories (vide 26 W. R 
417). In the Court of Appeal the defendant's counsel relied 
upon the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division in Atherley 
v. Harvey (25 W, R. 727, L. R. 2\Qs B. Dqb94), where 
it was held in an action for libel thet interrogatories asking 
the defendant whether he had composed or published the 
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-alleged libel oaght to be struck out, without requiring the 
defendant to object to them by way of answer. It was 
also urged that the allowance or disallowance of interroga- 
tories was a matter within the discretion of the judge of 
first- instance, and that the Court of Appeal would not 
interfere with the exercise of his discretion. Reliance was 
also placed on a dictum, or rather a suggestion, of Baggallay, 
L.J., in Saunders v, Jones (26 W. R. 226, L. R. 7 Ch. Dz 
a to the effect that, if a defendant had not applied to 
strike out an interrogatory, he could not afterwards object 
to answer it. The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and 
Cotton and Thesiger, L.JJ.) held that the interrogatories 
ought not to have been struck out, bat that the defendant 
ought to have been left to assert her privilege (as provided 
by rule 8 of order 31) of refusing to answer any question, the 
answer to which might tend to criminate herself. Jessel, 
M.R., said that rule 5 had no application to such a case, it 
only applied to cases where the interrogatories were in 
themselves objectionable. In such a case as this the fact 
that the answers to interrogatories might tend to criminate 
a defendant would have been no ground under the ancient 
practice of the Court of Chancery for saying that he should 
not have the election to answer or not to answer them. In 
most cases of such a nature the defendant would deny the 
o“- with indignation. By striking out the interrogatories 
the plaintiff would be prevented from putting the questions. 
if the defendant was being examined as a witness in the 
box, the plaintiff could not be prevented from putting such 
uestions, thongh the defendant would have a right to 
line to answer. ‘The old practice of the Court of Chan- 
ery had not in this respect been altered by the new rules. 
The matters referred to in rule 5, in substance, included every- 
thing which was formerly known as “scandal and imper- 
tinence,” though the meaning had been extended so as to 
include what came in substance, though not technically, 
within that description. The words ‘‘or on any other 
ground” did not give the judge a discretion to strike out 
any interrogatory if he thought fit to do so. He must see 
that the interrogatory was in itself objectionable ; it was 
not a ground of objection that the answer might tend to 
«riminate the person interrogated. His lordship did not 
mean to say that in a case where the great majority of 
ew oe we were clearly objectionable the judge might 
not strike them all out, without being bound to examine 
them in detail in order to see whether some of them might 
not be unobjectionable, But in the present case the Vice- 
Chancellor had acted upon a wrong principle. Cotton, L.J., 
aid that he yuite agreed in thinking that appeals ought to 
be discouraged in cases where there had been a mere exercise 
of discretion by the judge of first instance, but in the present 
ase the Vice-Chancellor had no right to exercise a discre- 
tion. It could not be said that the interrogatories were 
‘candalous or irrelevant, for nothing was scandalous which 
‘was relevant, and they were clearly put bond jide for the 
purposes of the action. And, if it was said that the latter 
‘words of rule 5, “or on any other ground” applied, his 
lordship was of opinion that the proper course for the 
defendant to take was, not to apply to strike out the inter- 
fogatories, but to decline to answer them. What was said 
by Baggallay, L.J., in Saunders v. Jones, was a mere dictum, 
not a decision, and there was really no ground for saying 
that a person would be precluded from objecting to answer 
an interrogatory by the fact that he had not applied to have 
it struck out. Atherley v. Harvey was really no authority, 
for it was clear that the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division thought that they were applying the old rule in 
the Court of Chancery, that a bill of discovery would not be 
allowed in aid of an action for a personal tort. They had, 
in his lordship’s opinion, applied that rule wrongly. It had 
no application to an action which had been properly brought. 
an the Chancery Division. Thesiger, L.J., said that the 
tice in the courts of common law before the Judicature 
t was really the same as the practice in the Court of 
Chancery. The old decisions at common law could be recon- 
4iled, and could be placed on this intelligible basis, viz., 
that where there was an interrogatory which tended to 
‘riminate cr discredit the person’ interrogated, it was the 
daty of the court to see that it was put dond fide for the 
ay Ag of establishing the case of the party who put it, and 
the purpose of supporting, not a mere fishing case, but a 
ite issue raised ‘by thepleadiogs. The Judicature Act 
made no alteration inthe practice in this respect. It 
was impossible to say that interrogatories of such a character 


= 


were scandalous or impertinent, if they were relevant to the 
case set up by the pleadings. 





Sreciric PerForMaNnce—ConbiTtonaL Contract “ Sun- 
JECT TO THE TITLE BEING APPROVED’’ BY PuRcHasER’s 
SoLrcitor.—In another case of Hussey v. Horne Payne, heard 
the same day, a question arose similar to that which was 
raised before Fry, J., in the recent case of Hudson v. Buck 
(26 W. R. 190, ante, p. 182, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 683). The 
action was for the specific performance of an alleged con- 
tract by the defendant to sell some freehold land to the 
plaintiff. The contract was contained in two letters, the 
first by the defendant to the plaintiff's ageat offering to sell 
the land for £37,500; the second by the plaintiff's agent to 
the defendant accepting the offer, but adding ‘‘ subject to 
the title being approved by our solicitors.” The defendant 
demurred to the statement of claim, and the demurrer was 
overruled by Malins, V.C., but the ground upon which it 
was sought to sustain it in the Court ot Appeal was not taken 
before him. In the Court of Appegel it was urged that the 
words above quoted meant that the judgment of the pur- 
chaser’s solicitor as to the goodness of the defendant's title 
was to be conclusive, and Hudson v. Buck was cited as an 
authority for that construction. The letter of the plaintiff's 
agent, therefore, it was said, did not amount to a simple 
acceptance of the detendant’s offer, but introduced a new 
term, and, as the defendant had never assented to this term, 
a concluded agreement had not been entered into. The 
court (Jessel, M.R., and Cotton and Thesiger,» L.JJ.) ap- 
proved of Hudson v. Buck, and on this ground they allowed 
the demurrer. The decision is one of considerable practical 
importance, as settling the construction of a clause which 
is of very common occurrence in contracts for the sale of 
land, and showing that it does not mean the same thing as 
a provision that a good title shall be shown. 





Saute By MortTGAGEE IN Possession—Wuart Is “ Usvat 
Account” aGgarinst—WitruL Derrautt.—In a case of 
Mayer v. Murray, before the Master of the Rolls on the Ist 
inst., a question arose as to what was the ‘‘ usual account ” 
against a mortgagee in possession where part of the property 
had been sold, and the proceeds of sale received by the 
mortgagee. No allegation of any wilful default was charged 
on the pleadings against the mortgagee, nor was any such 
proved at the trial. The minutes, as drawn by the 
registrar, directed an account of rents and profits, and of 
the proceeds of any sales received by the mortgagee or 
which, but for his wilful default, he might have received. 
The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that the minutes 
were correct, and that a mortgagee in possession was 
always chargeable with wilful defaulc, and (unlike the case 
of an ordinary trustee) whether such was charged in the 
pleadings or not. The principle was correctly stated in 
Fisher on Mortgages, at p. 943, that ‘‘the account 
usually directed against a mortgagee in possession, either 
of tangible property or of a business, was of what he had, 
or without wilful default might have, received from the 
time of his taking possession.’ Ip the cases cited he 
could find no direct decision on the subject, although in 
Williams v. Price (1 Sim. & S. 581) and Kensington v. 
Bowverie (7 De G. M. & G. 156), the principle was dis- 
tinctly recognized. Under the above account the mortgagee 
was, of.course, only liable for the proceeds of any sale, 
and not for a sale at an undervalue. If it was desired to 
impeach the sale on that or any other ground, that would 
have to be done by aseparate proceeding, and must be men- 
tioned in the pleadings and proved at the trial. The 
“usual account” would not entitle the mortgagor or his 
representatives to impeach any sale by the mortgagee. 


S eeeettlinenall 


Practice — SrateMent oF Oxamw — NON-DELIVERY 
THROUGH SLIP oF CLERK—ENLARGEMENT OF TrmME—RvLES 
or Court, 1875, oRD, 21, R. 1a—Orp. 57, R. 6.—-In a case 
of The Canadian Oil Wells Corporation Limd v. Hay, before 
Malins, V.C:, on the 30th ult., the question raised 
in ‘Burgoine v. Taylor (ante, p. 445), as to the 
liability of the parties for slips made by the clerks of 
their solicitors, again arose. The writ in the action was 
issued m August, 1877, just’in“time to save the Statute of 
Limitations from running, and was served on the 12th og 
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February, 1878. The defendant Hay appeared on the 20th 
of February, and the two other defendants on the 22nd and 
25th respectively. A clerk of the solicitors of the plaintiffs 
misreading ord. 21, r. 1a, counted the time for the delivery 
of Hay’s statement of claim from the 25th of February, the 
last appearance, instead of the 20th, the date of his appear- 
ance, and in consequence of such mistake ‘did not deliver 
Hay’s statement of claim until two days too late. On the 
defendant's refusal to accept delivery a summons was taken 
out for liberty to deliver the same, but by the mistake of 
another clerk the plaintiffs’ solicitors did not attend the sum- 
mons, and it was dismissed. A motion was made on the 30th 
ult., under ord, 57, r. 6, that the time for delivery might be 
enlarged, notwithstanding that ithad expired. The plaintiffs 
contended that they came within the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Burgoine v. Taylor, and that they ought not to be 
held responsible for the mere slips of their solicitors’ clerks. 
The defendant Hay, on the other hand, argued that this came 
within the principle of the extension of time for appealing, as 
to which no slips made any difference, and further that the 
effect of allowing this application would be to deprive him of 
the effect of his statutory bar under the Statute of Limitations. 
The Vice-Chancellor, following Burgoine v. Taylor, was 
clearly of opinion that the above slips were not sufficient to 
deprive the plaintiffs of the benefit of their action, and he 
accordingly ordered the delivery of the statement of claim to 
stand, on the terms of the plaintiffs paying the costs of the 
summons, As the defendant had acted somewhat unreason- 
ably in refusing to accede to the plaintiffs’ previous offer on 
those terms, he did not give him the costs of the motion. He 
would, of course, have time for the delivery of his statement 
of defence. 





Sucieties. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the usual weekly meeting of this society, held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening last, 
the 30th of April, Mr. A. M. Ellis, LL.B., in the chair, the 
question appointed for the evening’s debate was—“ Should 
the existing restrictions on the admission of women to pro- 
fessions be removed?” Mr. Eady, LL.D., opened the dis- 
cussion, maintaining the negative, and was followed by Mr. 
Lloyd Jones. An animated debate ensued, the removal of 
the present restrictions being ably advocated by Mr. S. Garertt 
and Mr, Bird. The opener replied, and the question was put 
to the meeting, and decided by a majority of votes in the 
negative. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society, held at the Law Institution 
on April 29, Mr. Frank B. Moyle, in the chair, the follow- 
ing legal moot was discussed :—“ Can a voluntary convey- 
ance to a charity be avoided by a subsequent sale for 
value?” Mr, E. H. Quick supported the affirmative, which 
was carried, after a full discussion of the moot by the 
members present, 

The usual weekly meeting was held at Clements’-inn 
Hall on Wednesday, Mr. Pickersgill presiding. The 
chairman during the meeting presented a handsome set of 
legal works to Mr. W. if Hazard, the winner of the 
Davis prize for the year 1877. Some important motions 
were afterwards brought before the society, and the mect- 
ing adjourned at a late hour. 


emt 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


= The fortieth half-yearly general mecting of the members of 
this association was held on Wednesday last, May 1, at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, for the purpose of receiving 
from the board of directors their report and statement of 


rule of the association, present this their fortieth half-yearly 
report of its progress and work, 


‘« Since October last, 24 life and 73 annual members hays 
been admitted to the association, and the aggregate number 
of members inrolled is now 2,487, of whom 911 are life, 
and 1,526 annual subscribers. Forty-one life members 
contribute also annual subscriptions of from one to five 
guineas each. 

“The receipts of theassociation during the half-year,addeg 
to the balance of £444 15s. 11d. brought from the previous 
account, have amounted to £2,051 19s. 11d., and the boarg 
desire gratefully to record the following donations from 
members and other friends of the association, viz—tyo 
guineas from the Most Noble the Marquis Townsherd ; ten 
guineas from the Denbighshire and Flintshire Law Society . 
five guineas from the Hon. Society of Staple Inn, London. 
an annual donation of five.pounds from Miss Capes, daughter 
of a deceased London member of the board ; and ten guineas 
from Mr. Richard T. 8, Andrew, of Tunbridge Wells, a lifg 
member of the association since 1863. The board have the 
pleasure also of reporting the following donations and sub. 
scriptions received since the account was closed, viz.—Sixty. 
five pounds from the Right Hon. Sir Samuel Martin ; fiye 
pounds from Mr Nathaniel Tertius Lawrence, of London, g 
life member of the association since 1859, and a member of 
the board; twenty-five guineas from Mr. William Evans, 
of Birmingham, a life member of the association since 1858; 
ten pounds from Mr. George Burrow Gregory, M.P., a life 
member of the association since 1866, and likewise a member 
of the board ; twenty pounds from Mr. Ralph Stevenson, of 
Little Haywood, Stafford ; and twenty guineas from Mr. 
John North, of Leeds, 

‘‘ During the past half-year the board have distributed a 
sum of £960 in relief; £470 of which were bestowed, in 
grants of from £20 to £60, upon twelve applicants of the 
primary class—that of members and their families ; and £490, 
in grants of from £5 to £25, upon forty-three applicants of 
the secondary class—that of non-members and their families, 
“ A sum of £479 1s, 3d. has been invested in the purchase 
of £500 reduced three per cent. annuities; and at the closing 
of the account, a balance of £316 4s, 4d. remained to the 
credit of the association with the Union Bank of London, 
and a sum of £15 in the secretary’s hands. 

“ The funded capital of the association consists of £8,000 
consols; £2,500 reduced annuities ; £8,000 India five per 
cents.; £11,000 India four per cents.; £4,207 London and 
North-Western Railway four per cent. perpetual debenture 
stock; and £250 London and St. Katherine Docks four per 
cent. debenture stock ; making a total of £33,957 stock,pro- 
ducing annual dividends amounting to £1,316 12s, 3d, 

“ As already announced, the board have much pleasure in 
stating that the Right Hon. the Master of the Rolls (sir 
George Jessel) has kindly consented to preside at the ensuing 
anniversary festival to be held on Wednesday, the 26thof 
June next, at the Star and Garter Hotel, Richmond, Samey. 
The list of gentlemen who have already given their name 
as stewards and to be present at the dinner is less numerous 
than the board could have desired, but they earnestly tras 
that there will be a large accession thereto, and 


in their endeavours to carry the festival to a prosperous 
issue.” 

The CHAIRMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, said 
that, although the present position of the association 
not be said to render it tae worthy representative society 
of the entire body of solicitors of England and Wales, stil 
considering it had not as yet attained its majority, i# 
progress must be looked upon as being eminently satisi 
tory. The directors had been enabled to put by a capitsl 
of nearly £35,000, and to increase the grants from £10 is 


year; but he would, in urging the members 
profession generally not to release their efforts on 


supported by the other professions were provided ' 
schools, and he hoped that at a futore time the Solicite 





accounts for the past-half year, and for the transaction of 

other business; Mr. E. Hedger, chairman of the board of 

directors, presiding. 

The notice of meeting and the minutes of the previous 

half-yearly meeting having been read by the secretary (Mr. 

Liffe,) a Pha report, a8 printed and circulated, was 
as , 


Benevolent Association would represent their great profe 
even more worthily than it did at present. 

There was one other subject he would just allude to, 
which was the question that had already been before 
the members of the association, he meant the question 
amalgamation with the Law Association, He had bad ¢ 





“The board of directors, in compliance with the 16th 


honour of a seat on that board for many years, and bel 






that they | 
will have the hearty co-operation of the reoleactoa anal 












the year 1861 to thesum of £2,224 5s. in the last nee yt 
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jt was only a small minority which prevented such 
amalgamation taking place. This was a subject which 

ially lay with the general body.of the two associations, 
and it was for.them to educate the respective boards as to 
their desires and wishes, and which would doubtless receive 
due attention. 

The adoption of the report, having been seconded by Mr. 
FF. H. Janson, was unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. Sipnzy Smrra then moved, in pursuance of a notice 
given by him, “ That any future member who shall be struck 
off the roll of the Supreme Court of Judicature for improper 
onduct shall cease to be a member of this association.” He 
said he did not think that it would be necessary for him to 
detain the meeting very long in moving the resolution, as he 
wentared to believe that when amember had, unfortunately 
for‘himself and for their body as -a ‘profession, been publicly 
eonvicted of a crime, it would hardly be thought desirable 
¢o retain him as a member, or have his name appearing in 
their printed lists. He had been induced to put forward his 
resolution in consequence of the recent conviction and 
gentence to penai servitude of a member of the association, 
and he should have been glad if he could have framed his 
resolution so as ‘to give ‘to it a retrospective as well as a 

tive operation, ‘for he thought it was not creditable 
Sot the names:of such persons should be borne upon the 
books of their societies. He should like, also, to see the 
present rule 3 more strictly interpreted by the board with 
egard to the approval of applicants for admission, in order 
to prevent persons of doubtful reputation becoming members 
ofthe association by the payment merely of a subscription 
ofone.or ten guineas; and he thought it might be worthy 
of future consideration, whether it would not be well to 
make it a provision of their rules that a solicitor desiring 
% join this association should either be a member of some 
law society, or be proposed as a fit and proper person 
by some other member. 

Mr. Poitier Rickman having seconded the resolution, 
the same was, after some general conversation, agreed to, 
‘by a majority of eleven votes to two. 

The proceedings were then brought to a termination 
by the usual votes of thanks to the directors, auditors, and 
the chairman of the meeting for their services to the 
association, 








Appointnrents, Ete. 


Mr. James ANsrIE, barrister, has been appointed Postman 
of the Exchequer Division, in succession to Mr, Richard 
Everard Webster, Q.C. Mr. Anstie was educated at King’s 
College, London, and graduated B.A. at the University of 
Tendon 1 1856. He obtained a studentship at the bar 
examination, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1859. He was for many years one of the 
reporters for the Zaw Reports in the Court of Exchequer. 
Mr. Anstie isa member of the Oxford Circuit, and has held 
the office of Tubman of the Exchequer Division. 


Mr. Witu1am Henry Guynine BaGsuawe, Q.C., has been 
Qppointed an Examiner in Equity and the Law of Real 
Property to the University of London. Mr. Bagshawe is 
the eldest son of the late Mr. Henry Ridgard Bagshawe, 
QC., judge of the Clerkenwell County Court. He was 
éducated at Sc. Mary’s College, Oscott, and graduated B.A. 
atthe University of London in 1843. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1848, 
and practised as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. 

became a Queen’s Counsel in 1874, and is a bencher of 
the Middle Temple. 


Mr. Francis Samurn Caanpier, solicitor, of Basingstoke 
4nd Hartley Row, has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates 
for the Borough of Basingstoke, in the place of his father, 
Mr, Samuel Chandler, who has resigned. Mr. F. 8, 
Chandler was admitted a solicitor in 1876, 


Mr. ALrrep Wuatcey Cons, barrister, has been appointed 
Parliamentary Drafteman for the colony of the Cape of 
Hope. Mr. Cole was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1850, and he was till recently a 
member of the House of Assembly for the colony. 


Mr, Henny Dickinson Crompton, solicitor, of Birming- 
ham, has beon elected Clerk to the Kings Norton Highway 





Board, in succession to his late partner, Mr. Woollaston 
John Burman, deceased. 


Mr. Cuaries Hatt, barrister, has been appointed Tub- 
man of the Exchequer, in succession to Mr. James Anstie, 
who has been appointed Postman. Mr. Hall is the son of 
Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall. He is an M.A, of 
Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He is a member 
of the South-Eastern Circuit, and a few months ago he 
succeeded Lord Justice Thesiger in the office of Attorney- 
General to the Prince of Wales. 


Mr. Epwarp Rosert Hen ey, solicitor, of Calne, has 
been appointed Clerk to the County Magistrates for the 
Calne Division, in succession to the late Mr. Richard Clark- 
son, deceased. Mr. Henley was admitted a solicitor in 1874, 
and is also town clerk of Calne, clerk to the Calne Board of 
Guardians, and clerk to the Highway Board. 


Mr. Joun Hotyoake, solicitor, of Droitwich, has been 
appointed a Magistrate for that Borough. Mr. Holyoake 
was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and is mayor of Droitwich 
7 oe present year, as he was also for the years 1859 and 

60, 


Mr. James Gwynne Hutcuinson, solisitor, of Bradford, 
has been elected Coroner for that Borough, in the place of 
Mr. Thomas Tenior, resigned. Mr. Hutchinson was ad- 
mitted a sollcitor in 1858. 


Mr. Witrram Squire Barker Kaye, Q.C., LL.D., has 
been appointed a Police Magistrate for the City of Dublin, 
in succession to Mr. Thomas Henry Barton, deceased. 
Mr. Kaye was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where 
he gradusted B.A. in 1854, and LL.D. in 1865. He was 
called to the bar in Ireland in 1855, and became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1877. He is 2 member of the North-East Cir- 
cuit, and has been for some time senior prosecuting counsel 
for the county of Armagh. 


Mr. Joun Sepewrcx, solicitor, of Watford, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Watford County Court (Circuit 
No. 37), in the place of Mr. Richard Pugh, deceased. Mr. 
Sedgwick was admitted a solicitor in 1834, and is in part- 
nership with Mr. Henry Morten Turner. 

Mr. Wittiam Epuunp SiauGater, solicitor (of the firm 
of Slaughter & Colegrave), of 6, Mansfield-street, Portland- 
place, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 


Mr. Lortus Torrennan, of the Bengal Civil Service, has 
been appointed to act as a Judge of the High Court of 
Judicature at Calcutta. 








Obituarp. 


MR. JOHN GARLICK BALL. 


Mr. John Garlick Ball, solicitor, died at his residence, 
Castle Bank, Stroud, on the 25th ult., after a long illness, 
Mr. Ball was born at Horsley in 1793, and was admitted q 
solicitor in 1814. He practised for over thirty years at 
Minchinhampton, but afterwards removed to Stroud, where 
he resided until his death, though he still had offices 
at Minchinhampton, as well as at Nailsworth and at 
Painswick. In 1831, he became a candidate for the office 
of coroner for the Stroud district of Gloucestershire, and 
after a severe struggle was returned at the head of the poll, and 
he retained the office until his death. Mr. Ball had a large 
practice in the town and neighbourhood of Stroud. He was 
a commissioner of oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
& perpetual commissioner for Gloucestershire, and deputy- 
registrar of the Stroud County Court. He was also agent 
for the Gloucestershire estates of Earl Ducie, and steward 
of the manors of Wickwar, Charfield, Cromball, Woodches- 
ter, Kingstanley, and Nympsfield. Mr. Ball's health had 
for many months been failing, and his son and partner, Mr. 
Alfred John Morton Ball (who was admitted in 1875), had 
acted as his deputy in the office of coroner. The deceased 
was an active member of the Liberal party, and in his 
younger days took a warm interest in the proceedings of the 
Anti-Slavery Association. 
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EXTRADITION ACT, 1870. 


The Gazette of April 30 contains an order directing that 
“ The Extradition Act, Tasmania, 1877,” shall have effect 
in the colony of Tasmania, without modification or altera- 
tion, as if it were part of “ The Extradition Act, 1870.” 


ell 


COUNTY COURTS. 
Tue Banxrurtcy Act, 1869. 


Whereas by an order made under “The Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869,” on the first day of January, 1870, by the Right 
Hon. William Page, Baron Hatherley, as the then Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, the county courts of 
Pembrokeshire, holden at Haverfordwest, Narberth, and 
Pembroke Dock, were excluded from having jurisdiction in 
bankruptcy, and their districts were for the — of such 
jurisdiction, attached to the county court of Carmarthen- 
shire, holden at Carmarthen. ~ 

And whereas it appears expedient to the Lord Chancellor 
that the county court of Pembrokeshire, holden at’ Pembroke 
Dock, should no longer be excluded from having jurisdiction 
in bankruptcy, and that the districts of the county courts of 
Pembrokeshire, holden at Haverfordwest, Narberth, and 
Pembroke Dock, shall no longer be attached for bankruptcy 
purposes to the county court of Carmarthenshire, holden at 
Carmarthen. 

Now, therefore, I, the Right Honourable Hugh 
MacCalmont, Baron Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do, by virtue of the powers vested in me by ‘‘The 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869,” bereby revoke and alter the said 
order made on the first day of January, 1870, so far as the 
#aid order excludes the said county court of Pembrokeshire, 
holden at Pembroke Dock, from having jurisdiction in 
bankruptcy ; and so far as the said order attaches its dis- 
trict, and the districts of the county courts of Pembroke- 
shire, holden at Haverfordwest and Narberth, for purposes 
of bankraptey to the county court of Carmarthenshire, 
holden at Carmarthen. . 

And I do order that the district of the county courts of 
Pembrokeshire, holden at Haverfordwest and Narberth, 
shall be attached for the purposes of bankruptcy to the 
county court of Pembrokeshire, holden at Pembroke Dock, 
which latter county court shall have jurisdiction in bank- 
ruptey, as provided by the said Bankruptcy Act, so far as 
regsrds any proceedings in bankruptcy, which shall hereafter 
be commenced in the said court. 

And I do further order that this order shall take effect 
on, and from, the Ist day of June, 1878. 

Given under my hand this 25th day of April, 1878. 

Cares, C. 


Tue Baxkrurtcy Act, 1869. 


Whereas by an order made under “The Bankruptcy Act, 
1369,” on the first day of Jannary, 1870, by the Right 
Honourable William Page, Baron Hatherley, as the then 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, the county court 
of Hampshire, holden at Alton, was excluded from having 
jarisdiction in bankraptey, and its district was, for the 
purposes of such jurisdiction, attached to the county court 
of Surrey, holden at Guildford. 

And whereas it appears expedient to the Lord Chancellor 
that the district of the said county court of Hampshire, 
holden at Alton, should no longer be attached for the 
a ay of bankraptey to the county court of Surrey, 

olaen at Guildford, bot should be attached for such pur- 
— to the county court of Hampshire, holden at Win- 
ester. 

Now, therefore, I, the Right Honourable Hugh MacCal- 
mont, Baron Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Eritain, de, by virtue of the powers vested in me by “ The 
Lankrupicy Act, 1860,” hereby revoke and alter the said 
order made on the firet day of January, 1870, so far as the 
wad order sttaches the district of the county court of 
Hampshire, holden at Alton, for purposes of bankruptcy, to 
the county court of Surrey, ho at Guildford, 

An4 I do order that the district of the county court of 
Hampshire, holden at Alton, shall be attac for the 


rp aA baskraptey to the county court of Hampshire, 
iden at Winchester. 





And I do further order that this order shall take effect: 
on, and from, the first day, of June, 1878. 
Given under my hand this 25th day of April, 1878. 
Carns, 


a 








Law Students’ Sournal.. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Easter EXAMINATION, 1878. 

Genera Examrnation of Stupents of the Inns or Counrr,. 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 9th, 10th, 11th, and lath 
of April, 1878. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the fol- 
lowing students certificates that they have satisfactorily 
conte a public examination :— 

Alfred Arnold, Charles Milner Atkinson, John Eldon 
Bankes, Hon. Robert Preston Bruce, Cecil Maurice Chapman, 
Francis John Collinson, William Roylance Court, Edward 
Knowles Corrie, William Otto Adolph Julius Danckwerts, 
Frederick Thomas Fraser, Richard William Shepstone Giddy, 
Hugh Montgomerie Hamilton, Richard Donne Hanevehy 
Henry Marmaduke Hewitt, Alfred William Spence Hitch» 
man, Frederick Morgan Humfrey, Henry Robert Knipe, 
Norman Jackson Martin, Arthur Peters, Sidney Lovell 
Phipson, Dalzell Tauzia Savary, Harry Haddon Wickes 


Sparham, Alfred Tillotson, and John James Warren, of the: 


Inner Temple; Thomas Baynes, George Vere Benson, 
Roland Butler, Walter Derham, Henry Amelius Adams 
Gridley, Arthur Morris Lloyd, Edward William O’ Donoghue 
Manson, William Nethersole, Arthur James Parker, Charles 
Peile, Ross Scott, Henry Arthur Smith, John Turner, and 
Nash Hamilton Williams, of the Middle Temple ; Henry 
Clerke Brown, John George Butcher, owe 4 Scott Ryan 
Goodeve Chuckerbutty, John Fort, Charles Reginald Hoff- 
meister, Henry Seton Karr, Herbert Woodfield Paul, William 
John Sparrow, John Darke Stanton, Charles Harrison Tindal, 
and Ebenezer Samuel Wilkins, of Lincoln’s-inn; and William 
Edmund Ball, Reinhold Gregorowski, William Foote Hus- 
band, Charles Alfred Russell, George Horton Sheppard, and 
Thomas Speechly, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 





The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law only:—W. M. Acworth, R. R. Adams, R. N. 
Arkle, E. Berger, M. J. Blake, S. C. Boulter, T, J. Bowles, 
H. F. Boyd, T. de M.L. Braddell, W. 8. Branker, E. F. A. 
Briggs, J. J. Brown, H. Brougham, S. W. Cearns, R. 8. B. 
H. Chambers, F, Chesshire, J. Coen, W. M. Colles, J. Cour- 
roux, J. G. Cox, T. P. H. Daniel, W. A. Daniel, J. David- 
son, W. M. De Saram, A. K. Dibb, T, C. Down, E. C. Dum- 
bleton, J, C, Eckersley, H. I. Falk, V. deS. Folke, J. A. 
Fyler, V. Gibbs, R. Goddard, E. W. ‘gta J. D. Gordon, 
J.C. Graham, R. B. Haldane, 8. B. R. Hawkins, F. W. 
Head, E. Henn; C. V. Hickie, T. L, Higgins, W. Hobson, 
H. W. P. Hoskyns, J. T. Hutchinson, J. H. Ireland, F. H. 
Irvine, A. R. Johnson, E. H. G. Kelso, O. V. Knightley, 
M. 0.8. G. Kowalski, E. F. Lankester, B. E. Lawrence, A, 
D. Lawrie, E, Layman, G. A. Leon, E, R. Levey, P. 
gregor, F, M. O. Mackarness, H.C. H. Mann, J. MeDonsld, 
H., 8. G. Miles, H. Milton, P. Molyneux, H. W. Monckton, 
J. L. G. Mowatt, R. Mukerji, C. G. Nottage, J. Ogle, J. L. 
Pole, E. Ponsonby, 0. A. Pope, J. Powell, E. W. Presgrave, 
P. C. C. Radcliffe, F, G. Randolph, J. 8. O. Robertson- 
Luxford, H. H. Rose, H, Ross, E. A. Sayers, T. V. Scully, 
R. C. Seaton, S, H. Shadbolt, 8, Shephard, W. 8. Sichel, C. 
L, Smith, G. E. Smith, H. F. Speed, E. F, 8. Stanhope, J. 
J. Stansfield, A. W. Stirling, N. J. Synnott, G. Tahourdin, 
H. G. Taylor, W. F. Taylor, C. C. Tennant, W. Thompson, 
A. A. Tobin, H. E. Trower, A. Ward, W. 1K. Washbourne, 
A. D. O. Wedderburn, T. M, M. Wilde, T. Williams, F'. C. 
Willis, C, J. 8. Wilkinson, H. T. Wing, b. P.Woosnam, F, 
R. S. Wyllie, and A. K, Wyllie, eqs, 

By Order of the Council, 
(8 Jas. Ampunson, Chairman, pro tem. 
Council Chamber, Lincoln's-inn, April 29. 
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THE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE. 


«“R,” writing to the Zimes'on the recent order in coun- 
cil on which we commented, ante, p..466, says :—The order 
in Council of the 4th of February last, enjoining secrecy of 
ions in the Judicial Committee, was made ut a council 
which the councillors present were the Duke of Rich- 
mond and Gordon, the Duke of Northumberland, Sir 
Michael Hicks-Beach, and Sir T. M. Biddulph. No doubt, 
though these were the councillors present, the order is, 
in reality, the Lord Chancellor's. But the important ques- 
tion arising upon it is whether it be valid ; and, in the first 
place, what is its meaning and effect. It is neither more 
nor less than this—that no member of the committee shall 
either on: the delivery of a judgment or at any time after 
disclose ‘‘how the particular voices and: opinions went,” 
and that to do so is a violation of the duty and the oath of 
a Privy Councillor. 

If such was the law on the 4th of February last, when 
the order was made, the Queen had, nv doubt, full power 
and right, by proclamation or order in council, to command 
that the law should be obeyed ; but if it was not the law, 
palin id had no more power to make the Order on the 
Judici: mmittee than on the High Court of Justice or 
any of its divisions ; and if, on the other hand, this was 
the law, then it was the law when the Judicial Committee 
was first established, and it is clear that the many distin- 
quished pesnonsrbaviatas, chancellors, . and eminent 

—who, in several cases, as in Mr. Gorham’s case, 
. Bennett’s case, and others, publicly declared that certain 
members of the committee dissented from the judgment, in- 
duding the senior member who delivered the judgment, but 
announced the dissent, must have violated their duty and 
their oaths as Privy Councillors in thus disclosing ‘* how the 
particular voices and opinions went.” Thus, inthe Gorham 
case, in which the committee was constituted of Lord Lang- 
dsle, Lord Campbell, Sir James Parke, Dr. Lushington, Sir 
Knight Bruce, and Mr. Pemberton Leigh, Lord Langdale, 
in delivering judgment, announced that’ Sir Knight Bruce 
dissented from it. So, in the ease of ‘‘ Essays and Reviews,” 
inwhich the committee consisted of the Archbishopof Can- 
terbury (Dr. Longley), the Archbishop of York (Dr. 
Thomson), the Lord Chancellor (Lord Westbury), the Bishop 
of London (Dr. Tait, the present Archbishop), Lord Cran- 
worth, Lord Chelmsford, and Lord Kingsdown, the Lord 
Chancellor, in delivering judgment, announced that the two 
Archbishops did not concur in certain parts of it. So, in 
Mr. Bennett’s case, the dissent of certain members of the 
Committee was announced. And if the recent order in 
council be legal, then all these distinguished persons, in- 
cluding several Lord Chancellors, Lord Campbell, Lord 
Westbury, Lord Chelmsford, and Lord Cranworth, were 
guilty of violating their oaths and their duty as Privy Coun- 
ors, as they all concurred in disclosing ‘‘ how the parti- 
cular voices and opinions went.” Such a conclusion is 
simply absurd, and shows that the order cannot be legal; 
and, in truth, it professes to revive an order of Charles I. in 
1627, applying to the whole council as a Council of State on 
affairs of State, and not legally applicable to judicial business 
at all, the council not having any lawful jurisdiction, as 
the Petition of Right declared next year! So that the order 
thus revived was, as applying to judicial business, simply 
illegal, if, indeed, applicable at all ; and the mischievous 
Consequences of attempting to apply it toa Mage wey body 
Were seen in the case of ship-money, in which the judges 
Were induced silently to concur in an opinion from which it 
turned out afterwards some of them dissented. 


—_—- 
— 








Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
List or ArrgaLs ror Bastar Sirtines, 1878, 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 
For Judgment. 


Inre Emma Smith, deceasod Mathow v Mathew. app of Wm 
MoMurray from refusal of V C B (ca v Fob Se peseent 


Lords Justices James, Baggallay, and Thosiger 
eae VHomer a pol plt from Nr Justice Fry o & v Maroh 
present Lords Justices James, Baggallay, and Thesiger) 





West Snowden Slate Colimd from V C H (cu v April — 
present Lords Justices James, Cotton, and Thesiger) 


For Hearing. 

(Remansts) 
Lobley v Talbot app of defts hd April 16—present Lords 
Catton, and Setgee enna May 1) Fry J 


Justices James, 
—Dee 18 

Meller v Farlow app of plt M R—June ll (S O for seeurity) 

In re Cavendish, deceased Cavendish v Mundy app of pit 
M R—Oct 26 (S O till May 29) 

Jacobs v De Morgan app of defts M R—Nov 2 (S O for 


security) 
Hopeiv Gibbs’ appof plt V C B—Dec 17 (abated—S O by 
er 


ord 
Robinson v Finlay Ward v Robinson app of defts in Ist act 
& plt in 2nd act VC B—Dec 20 (S 0 for production of order) 


New Appeals. 
1878. 

Robinson 'u Duleep Singh app of deft Fry, J—Jan 8 

In re Ewing’s Trade Marks app of Registrar of Trade Marks 
MacDougall. Copesteke of pit V C H—Jan 19 

0 v app an 
Hall v Heath app of defts M R—Jan 23 
In re ae decd, Newmarch v Storr appofplts VCH 


—Jan 
ng I oy Knightley app of F S Yarrow &ors VC M— 
an 
Soe Sree app of plt VCM-Feb2 (not before 


Brooks v Harris app of deft Harris VC M—Feb5 

Povah.v Vestry of St Luke, Middlesex appof The Vestry 
VC M—Feb7 

Johns v-James app of defts VC B—Feb7 

Broad v Stableford app of deft VCB—Feb8 - 

Ortigosa v Brown, James & Co app of defts VC H—Feb l4 

— v Carlton app of deft Naylor V C B—Feb 15 

Gilbert v Price app of plts VC H—Feb 19 

The Nitro Phosphate, &c, Manure Co v The London and St. 
Katharine Docks Company app of defts Fry J—Feb 22 

~~ app of defts Mary J Wills&anr VC B— 

el 

Amor v Hewitt app of deft M R—Feb 27 

Leev Wills appofplts Fry, J—Feb 28 

Leach v Jay app of plt M R—Mar 5 

Thomas v Atherton app of plt VC B—Mar6 

Wilson v Rhodes app of defts John Rhodes &anr Fry J— 


Mar 7 

Williams v Williams weet Jane Williams from judgt dated 
27th June, 1877 VW C H—Mar8 

Williams v Williams app of Jane Williams from order dated 
16th June, 1877 VC H—Mar 8 

Nixon v Nixon app of deft VC B—Mar 12 

— Smith appl of defts Wetherell & Smart Fry, J— 

ar 

Attree v Hawe appof Corpn of Brighton VC H—Mar 19 

Richards v The Swansea Improvement & Tramways Co app 
of defts VC H--Mar 19 

Flower v Lloyd. app of defts VC B—Mar20 

Tildesley v Harper app of deft Anderson Fry, J—Mar 22 

Faithfull v Ewen opp of plts M R—Mar 25 

Pocock v The Grand Junction Canal Proprietors app of defts 
V C H—Mar 27 

Krehl v Burrell app of deft M R—April 2 

Blake v Allfrey app of plt VC M—April 10 

Sheffield v Eden app of pit Fry, J—April 10 

——- v The BiphospateCo appofplt Fry J—Aprid 


Tippett v Spiegel app of plts Fry, J—April 11 

Warson v Rodwell app of deft’ VC M—April 12 

White vy White app of J D Carmichael V C B—Apri? 12 

In re The Neath & Brecon Ry Co app of J J Williams & ors 
VC M—April 15 

Tunstall v Close “PP of pits Fry, J—April 16 

Leach vy Jay app of plts MR—April 15 

In re Skinner, deceased, Skinner v Smith app of deft Chas 
Smith V C B—April 18 

Curteis ¥ Wormald appof pit, MR—April IS 


From Orders made on Luterlooutory Motions in the 
Chancery Division. 
1878 
(8 9} In re Foster, WE, So app of Martin E Dodman VC M 


—VJan 31 
The Dunkirk Colliery Co vy Lever app of defts MR—Fed 38 
(S 0) In re The Tewkesbury Hosiery Co app of Lechmere & 
Co VCO tty = 4 
(8 O) Coleman v Lioyd app of plt VC H—April 10 
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Scully v Earl of Dundonald app of plt VC M—April 11 
Fisher v Owen y aed plts V C B—April 11 
ird, deceased, Aird v Quick app of G E Morton 


S O) Baylis : Dick app of deft Dick VC H—April 12 
cS O) Husse Main jo app of defts VC M—April 13 
er “A ati Deposit Bank app of defts YCM— 
April 1 


Addison v Monro app of plt VC M—April 15 

(S 0) In re The British Farmers Pure Linseed Cake Co, limd, 
*pP of J W Potter &anr V C H—April 16 

(S 0) In re Tussaud, deceased, Tussaud v Tussaud (White’s 
claim app of White M R—April 16 

In re The Bailway Accident Mutual Assurance Co app of Jno 
Brown M R—April 18 

(S.0) In re The Devonshire Silkstone Coal Co, limd, & Co’s 
Acts app of surviving liquidators WC M—April 20 

<S 0) Heneage v H e appof plt V C M—April 24 

4S 0) In re Thorniley, verett v Barker app of Edwin 
Storer V C H—April 26 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 

The Queen v The Principal, &c, of Hertford College, Oxford 
app of deft in error from Justices Mellor and Lush (c a v Dec 
17—present Lord Coleridge and Lords Justices Bramwell, 
Baggallay, and Brett) 

Lohre v Atchison & anr app of deft from order of Justices 
Mellor and Lush on special case (c a v Jan 16—present Lords 
Justices Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton 

Price v Bannister app of deft from judgt at trial without a 
jury before Lord Coleridge (c a v Jan 29—present Lords 
Justices Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton 

Horne v Rouquette app of deft from judgt at trial without a 
jury before Lord Coleridge (c a v Feb 2—present Lords 
Justices Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton) 

The Queen v The Overseers, &c, and Mayor, &c, of the 
Borough of Walsall app of defts from judgt of Justices 
Mellor & Lush, peg 2 Bar gel of sessions (c a v Feb 5— 
present L C J of Eng and Lords Justices Bramwell, 
Brett, and Cotton) 


For Hearing. 
Pen 
id. 
Campbell v Rothwell (Liverpool D R) app of plt from judgt 
at common jury trial before Mr Justice Denman—Jan 4 
Cheer Sapo 


i9- 

Laing v Holloway & anr app of deft from judgt of Justices 
Mellor & Lush on sp c—Jan 11 

Lascelles & anr v The Earl of Onslow & anr app of plt from 
order of Justices Mellor & Lush referring + 6 case back to 


arbitrata—Jan 15 (S O till Trinity Sittings by consent) 

Goddard vy Thompson & anr rule nisi granted Jan 18, return- 
able before Court of App al—Jan 18 

Baxendale v Bennett rule nisi granted Jan 22 returnable be- 
fore Court of Appeal—Jan 24 Baxendale v Bennett app of 
defts from judgt at trial without a jury before Mr Justice 
Lopes —Jan 28 

The Mayor, &, of Harwich, & anr v The Great Eastern Ry 
Co app of deft Co from judgt of Justices Mellor and Field 
on ep c—Jan 2) 

Fitzgibbon & anr v Grant & anr Grant & anr v The North 
Wales Nerrow Guage Rys Co (by original action & counter 
claim) app of aeft Co from judgt at trial without a jury be- 
fore Mc Justice Manisty—Jan 20 

Weatrip v Wood, administratrix, &c, order nisi granted Feb 6, 
retarnable before Court of Appeal—Feb 6 

Holme v Brunek li & enr app of pit from judgt after common 
jury trial before Mr Justice Dewman—Feb 8 

Levy v Lawes app of deft from judgt of LC J of England & 

r Justice Mamaty on ep e—Feb 27 

Newsome & Cov Pembertm app of deft from LC J of Eng- 
land and Mr Justice Mellor—Feb 28 

Wingate, Birreli & Cov Foster app of pits from judgt after 
special jury trial before Mr Justice Field—March 1 

Liverpos Dietrict Registry, McMillan & Son v The Liverpool 

, & Texas Steam Ship Co. limd & ore app of pits from judgt 
alter jury trial belore Mr Justice Denman—March | 

Porteous ¥ Watney app of delta from judgt after special jury 
trial before Mr Justice Lush—March 19 

Asgus & Cov Dalton app A ples trom jadgt of LC J of Eng- 
hand & Justice Mellor and Lush on special referee's report— 
March 22 

Pickup v The Thames & Mersey Marine Ineurance Co limd 
app A detie trom order ALC J of Kugland & Mr Justice 
Meilor for new trial-—March 2% 

Comper, traster, ke, 9 Beil app A pits from jndgt after special 
jery trial tetlore Mr Justice Lindley and from subsequent 
other ALC 3 of Vaglend and Mr Justice Maniaty—April 1 

Féliowses v Ielery & ant, tating, ke app of deft from judgt 
alter ommmon jury ial tedone Me Susticon Lindley—April 6 





Burdick & anr v Lordan app of plts from j after j 
iets = J —— Lo ag ee : 1 cea udgt rt me 
ce v Dune, Brown & Co app o m j thout 
fay of Mr Justice Hawkins—April | 18 . 
FROM THE COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
ree 
(SO) Mayor, &, of London v London Joint Stock Penk 
app of deft from Lord Coleridgs (26 Jan, 1876 SO till 
issues of fact tried) 
(SO) Grant & anr v The Banque Franco Rayvtiens and the 
Mayor, &c, of London app of the Banque from judgt on de- 
murrers 19th Jan. 1876 (SO to come on with appeal of J § 


Bank 

(8 0) ‘canitz v Scarborough & ors app of plt from judgt of 
Justices Brett & Grove on Feb 18, 1876—Feb18 (SO till 
security for costs given) 

(SO) Redrup and ors v King app of deft from judgt at trial 
before Mr. Justice Denman (S 0 till security given) July 20 

Yetts & anr v Foster app of deft from judgt at trial before 
Lord Justice Brett—Nov 8 


(New Appeals.) 
1878 


Usill v Brearley app of plt from new trial rule discharged by 
Lord Coleridge and Mr Justice Lopes Usill v Clarke aj 

of Fi from new trial rule discharged by Lord Coleri 

and Mr Justice Lopes Usill v Hales app of plt from new 
triel rule dischatged by Lord Coleridge and Mr Justice Lopes 
Feb11 (S O till security given) 

Anderson & Cov Pellier rule nisi granted Feb 6, returnable 
before Court of Appeal—Feb 13 

Stoneham v Davies, wife & ors app of defts from judgt at trial 
before Mr Justice Denman—Mar 2 

Ford v Taylor app of deft from discharge of new trial rule 
Justices Grove & Lindley—Mar 11 (S O tillsecurity given 

Moss v James app of pit from judgt after trial before Mr Jus- 
tice Denman—Mar 13 

Taylor & ors v Shales app of plts from rule absolute for new 
trial granted by Justices Denman & Lindley—Mar 14 

Watson v Houlker & wife opp of plt from judgt at trial with- 
out jury before Mr Baron Pollock—Mar 16 

Charles v Taylor, Walker & Co app of plt from judgt after 
trial before Mr Justice Lopes—Mar 16 

Kaltenbach v Mackenzie app of deft from rule absolute for 
new trial granted by Justices Grove, Denman & Lopes—Mar 


19 

Hales v Quennell app of deft from judgt after trial before Mr 
Justice Lush—Mar 20 (S 0 till security given) 

Kendall & ors v Hamilton app of deft from judgt after trial 
without a jury by Mr Baron Huddleston—Mar 26 

Ottaway v Hamilton app of deft from judgt after trial before 
Mr Justice Denman—Mar 

Kipling, Reg P O v Todd app of deft from judgt after trial 
without a jury by Mr Justice Lopes—April 5 

Kipling, Reg P Ov Allan app of deft from judgt after trial 
without a jury by Mr Justice Lopes—April 5 


FROM THE EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 


H M Attorney-General v The Mayor, &c, of Portsmouth 
app of the Attorney-Gen from judgt on sp case of Barons 
Cleasby & Pollock on revenue side of Exch Div (c a v— 

resent Lords Justices Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton) 

cir v Barnett & ors (against deft Bell) app of plt from 
L C Baron & Barons Pollock & Huddleston (c a v March 2 
—present LC J of England and Lords Justices Bramwell, 
Brett, & Cotton) 

Beynon & Co v Godden & Son (H R Evans, 3rd party) app of 
Its and cross app of defts from judgt at trial before Mr 
jaron Huddleston (c a v March 6—present Lords Justices 

Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton) 
For Hearing. 
(Remnanets.) 


ode 

McDougall & ors v Millwall Dock Co app of plta from L C 
Baron & Barons Cleasby & Pollock on sp c (pt hd March 6— 
present Lords Justices Brett, Cotton, and hey 

Hutchinson v Rogers app of deft fron L C Baron & Mr 
Baron Pollock—Dee 21 

Acatos v Burns & anr app of plta and cross-app of deft from 
judgt at trial before Mr Baron Huddloston—Deo 28 


(New Appeoale.) 


1878, 
Davies & ors v Felix & ors app of dofts from judgt at trial 
before Lord Justice Bramwell—Jan % 
Bunting v Sargent & ors “yp of plt from jedgt at trial before 
Mr Justice Denman-—Jan 
The Wrexham, Mold & Connshs Quay Ry Co v Tho Little 
Mountain Coal, Iron & Clay Co Mmd app of defts from judgt 


Ta re Chi 
In re Wi 
Tn re Git 
In ro Pol 
In re She 
In ro Dov 
ore Lar 


N.B.—T 
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CONS les Mr ses Degees 0 ey ee) — 
1 
Rauiell, Sounders & Co limd v Thorn & Co of defts from 
judgt at trial before Mr Baron Huddleston—Jan 18 
Stevenson v Taylor app of deft from judgt at trial before Mr 
seeteon ho, of Pesbryn v Best f defts from judgt of 
‘he Mayor, &c, of Pe v app 0! m. ju 0 
Taaron Cleasby & Mr Justice Hawkins —Feb 12 J 
Fisher v Drewitt app of deft from L C Baron and Mr Baron 


at Gea ¥ MesDom f deft from L C Baron and 
th nv 0! ron 
Smit baron Pollock—Fep 23. 


v Wilson app of plt from j at trial before Mr Justice 
gg Boies 2B vt jndgt 


Rickard v Moore a of pit from judgt at trial before Mr 
Justice Hawkins—Feb 2 
Shaddick v The Crown Preserved Coal Co, limd app of plt 
from L C Baron and Mr Baron Cleasby—Mar 1 
Fairclough v Marshall app of plt from judgt at trial before 
Mr Justice Manisty—Mar 8 
Straker & ors v Kidd & Co orp, of defts from judgt at trial 
before Mr Justice Lush (S O by order till appeal heard in 
another action)—Mar 27 
Cochrane v Matthews app of defts from judgt at trial before 
Seco & cxe'y Tosihiheh say. of pin, teem Sith oh lel 
Meyer! anrv Frochlich app of plts from j at tri 
before Mr Justice Denmeo—Ayeil Ta 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Common 
Law Divisions. 
qs woven trading, & v Moss & Martin (Exch Div) “pp of 
deft Moss from L C J of England and Mr Justice Mellor 
(S O for security)—Nov 23 
48 0) Beach, trading, &c v Green & Moss (Exch Div) app of 
deft Moss from’ L C J of England and Mr Justice Mellor 
(S O:for security)—Nov 23 


1878. 

Browne v The Banbury, &c., Ry Co (Exch Dy) app of deft Co 
from L C Baron and Mr Justice Hawkins— Mar 4 

Sturge & ors v Garlick (Q B Div) app of deft from order of 
LC J of England and Mr Justice Mellor on demr—Mar 8 

Bryant & anr v Herbert C P Div) app of plts from Justices 
Denman & Lindley refusing motion for taxation and payment 
of plts costs—Mar 12 

Hickey v Montifiore (Exch Div) app of defts from Lord Coleridge 
and Mr. Justice Lindley—April 4 

Robert Percy Attenborough—1878—A—75 v The London & St 
Katharine Docks Co (Q B Div) app of defts from order of Lord 
Coleridge and Mr Baron Huddleston—April 12 

Robert Attenborough~—1878—A—107 v The London & St 
Katharine Docks Co (Exch wait app of defts from order of 
Lord Voleridge and Mr Baron Hudaleston—April 13 

Kenéall & ors v Hamilton (C P Diy) app of deft from Justices 
Lindley & Lopes—April 25 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 


For Hearing. 
(New Appeals.) 
(Probate.) 


1878. 

In re The Goods of Lady Hannah C Tharp, deceased Tharp 
(Committee of Estate of Jno 'Tharp a Lunatic) v Me Donald. 
app of plt from judgt of Sir R J Phiilimore granting limt 
probate of Lady Tharp’s Will —Feb 7 

Ship Oceano—.1877—G 422 General Steam Navigation Co v The 
Owners ef the Oceano app of plt from Judgt of Sir R J 
Phillimore (with Nautical Assessors)—Feb 15 

~ America~—1877—O 390 The Owners of the Cargo of the 

tile v The Owners of the America app of depts from judgt 
of Sir R J Phillimore (with Nautical Assessora)—Mar | 

Ship Pennsylvania—1877—O 630 (Liverpool P R) The Owners 
of the Oasis & ors v ‘The Owners of the Pennsylvania app 
of defts from judgt of Sir RJ Phillimore (with Nautical As- 
sessors)—Mar 19, 

Ship Folton Bent—1878—O 1 The Ownors of the Stray v The 
Owners of the Felton Bent and Freight app of deft from 
udgt of Sir R J Phillimore (with Nautical Assessors)— 

ar 22 
FROM THE LONDON COURT OF BANKRUPTCY, 

Tn re Charlton Ex parte Monkhouse 

In re Ware Ex parte Carter 

Tn ro Gibson Ex parto Chambers 

Ja ro Pollard Kix parte Diokin 

In re Shermell Ex parte Snow 

In re Dodda Ex parte Singleton 

In ro Lamb Ex parte Lamb 


N.B.—Tho above Het contains Appoala set down to Friday, 
April 26, inclusive, 


Blair v Hoskin act 
ae vane My, fy Ry Oe 


Russel v The Wakefield Water- 
ion Co c (not before May 


Harrison v Wearing act 

Kuhr v Dauglish act 

an v Mayor, &, of 
i) act (not before May 

Richardson v Clark act 

Barbour v Bolckow act (not 
before May 7) 

Swann v Bennett act (not be- 
fore May 7) 

Tofts v Braid act 

Williams v Jones act (not 
before May 10) 

Aries v Malcolm act (not be- 
fore May 20) 

Blease v Morris act 

The Weir Engine Works Co, 
limd v Gourley act 

Hepworth v Kevan act &m 
for judgt 


Harper v Thwaites demr to 
statement of claim 

In re Parkinson, decd Parkin- 
son v Parkinson demr of 
defts Hanbury, Buxton & 
Co to statement of claim 

Griittner v Du Plan fe 

Meldola v Portbury fc 

Young v Young fc 

Meachim v Cooper fe 

In re James, decd James v 
Thompson fc 

Furneaux v Rucker fe 

Ross v Ross fc 

Jones v Fletcher act & m 
judgt (short) restored by 
order 

Jones v Griffiths c 

St Bartholemew Hospital v 
Phillips m for decree 

White v Earl of Hardwicke 
act (not before June 1) 

Kenny v Tussaud act 

Phillips v Davidson act - 

In re Mason, decd m for judgt 

Mason v Robinson m for judgt 

Hardwick v Hardwick spo c 


Chapman vy Green c wits 


Glamis v Smith act (jury 
trial) ; 
Turner v Malcolm act wits 


(S O by consent) 

Hartopp v De Morgan act 
wits (jury trial) 

n re Fothergill, deceased 
Fothergill v Fothergill act 
(evidence not complete) 

Murray v Trollope act (evi- 

dence not complete) 

Stoer v Coles act wits (S 0 

Trinity Sittings) 

Stronach v Burroughs act 

(S O by order) 

Hedley v Roberts 

(S O by consent) 

Reid v The Buxton Cement Co 

© (S O by order) 

Dickson ¥ Patiorson acts wits 

(‘Trinity Sittings) 

Winder y Cousin 

(S O by order) 

Rashleigh ¥ Dalvell o (S O by 

order) 

Banos v Smith act (jury trial) 

In re Deadman's — estate 


act wits 


act wits 


Chandler v¥ Deadman =m for 





judgt (short) (8 O by order) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List or, Causes For Easter Srirrines, 1878. 
Before the MasTER OF THE RoLLs. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Abadam v Abadam act 
Jackson v Hankey act 
Boldemann v Anglo Australian 
rip Sea Tomi 
om ia ii 
&c v Grant act 
Josling v Langford act 
The Corporation of Londen v 
a ge act 
atson v Spensley act 
Waddell v Sen act 
Wainwright v Nicholay act 
Shettle vy Rawlins act & adj@ 
sums (cross-examination on 


affidavits) 
Sheffield Banking Co v Fowler 
act 


Mirehouse v Barnett act 

Gray v-Lucas act 

Arnes v Saville act 

Holford v Monolithic, &c, Co 
limd act 

Simmons v Storer act 

McArthur v Sweeting act 

In re Bangle, decd Bangle v 
Hayes act 


Causes for trial ‘without witnesses). 


Crapper v Rotheram Skating 
RinkCo act 

ory M Holloway act 
awdry v Fawdry c 

Nelson v Dahl - act in 

Pearse v Harvey m for judgt 

Arnott v Heygate spec 

Leonini v Leonini spec 

The National Bolivian, &c, 
Co v Lloyd act and m in 
Wilson vy Church (May 1 by 
order) 

Hoar v Seagar act 

Davey v Thornber act 

Topper v Matthews 
judgt 

Eliman v Ellman act (not 
before May 6) 

In re Willans, decd act 

Williams v Williams act 

Stelfox v Baker act and m for 
judgt 

Ramsden vy Sharpe act 

Smith v Lowe act 

In re Griffith, deed spe 

Basham v Griffiths spc 

Bramley v Francis act 


m for 


Causes for trial standing over. 


Elmslie v Jelley a wits (SO 
to amend) 

Berlin Phosphate Co v Hart- 
mont act and m for judgt 
(S$ O generally by order) 

Phillips v Davidsoa act (evi- 
dence not complete) 

Burroughes v Sexton act with 
wits (S O for evidence by 
order) 

In re Urquhart, deed m for 
judgt (S O generally by 
order) 

Croseley v Sorutten m fir 
judgt (S O generally by 
onder) 

Pillbeam v Walker act wits 
(S O for compromise) 

Hengh v Chamberlain act wits 
(S O for aitidt of documents) 

Tu re Ingram, deed, Brown v 
Wright m for judgt (S 0 
generally by order) 

Corptn of Batley v Barnshaw 
act (S O by onler) 

Bray ¥ Reddick a wits (S 0 
by order) 

Furneaux v Pettigrew act 
(evidence not complete) 
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Bettini v Bettini a (SO gen- Lovejoy v Carry -a (SO gen- | 


erally a erally by order’ ; 
Dinnis v Dinnis act (evidence Waddell v B act (jury 
not complete) trial) 
Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHaRD MALINs. 
Causes for trial. 
Powell v Tewsbury demr Twinberrow v Braid act, wits 
Charlton v Swam act 


Wright v Barnett c 
Tussaud-v Elliston act 
Hargreaves v Lewis e wits 
Norton v L and N W Ry Co 


act 

Duke of Rutland v Tutin and 
Co act &demr 

Northampton Coal Cov Mid- 
land Wagon Co act 

Lee Conservancy Board v 
Button act 

In re Ovey Ovey vOvey act 

Kenny v Hollings aet 

Ames vy Cadogan act 

Jenney v Bell act 

In re Aston, decd Hughes v 
Aston act Nottingham D R 

Foley v Vizard act 

In re Sugden, decd Sugden v 
Sugden act against deft Wm 
Sugden, & m judgt against 
deft Hy Sugden 

Rudall v Nicols fe 

Taunton v Morris fo & pet 

Gilbert v Smith fe 

Lord v Greenwood fc 

In re Cooper, decd Cooper v 


Cooper fe 
unnell, decd Kinsey v 
Webber fe 
In re Fountain decd Stevens v 
Fountain f c & sums to vary 
Saunders v Hooper Hooper v 
Hooper fe 
Dale v HM Attorney Gen fc 
Felton v Bartlam fc 
Eland v Clarke f cons 
Adams v Coe act 
Garner v Moore Garner v 
Moore Garner v Harwood 
Walker v Harwood fc & 
pet by order 
Barber v Batchelor act 
Milne v Taylor spe 
Bridges v Strachan fc 
Peard v Strachan fe 
In re Turner, decd Turner v 
Turner fc 
Weldon v Dicks act 
Pearce v Pierce fc (short) 
Wellington v Taddy fc & 
sums to vary 
Petrie v Oddy fc 
Walker v Blake fc 
Wormwell v Wormwell fe 
Reed v The Madeira & Mamore 
Ry Co, limd 
Norton v Child act 
In re James Gosman fc petn 
of right & sums to vary 
In re Fullerton, decd Smith 
v Fullerton fe 
De Bolia v Teape act 
Pudge v Pudge fe 
Brockwell v Fox fe 
Smith v Smith ial case 
In re Addison J v Addi- 
sen fc & sums to vary 
Norman v Templeton act 
Armitage v Marshall fe 
Thorley’s Food for Cattle y 
Masean act 
Kusel vy Watsun mm for judgt 
Austin v Hall act, witns 
In re Forbes, decd Maxwell v 
Whitaker f c & sums to 


vary 
Farrar vy Green fc & sums to 
vary 
Wilson v de Coulon act 


Taylor v Gu act (j 
Uial) pey (jury 


T. * 
Ss Han 


Shoff v Albion Life: Assurance 


Harrison v Harrison «fc 
Boville v Cooper m for judgt * 
Lawrence v Lawrence 


Fraser v Smith act, wits 
Hollins vy Campbell act, wits 
Crossley v Dorning fc 
Chapman v Loftus fc 
Ruddock v Ruddock fe 
School Board of London v Fal- 


coner act 
Earl of Sandwich Great Nor- 
Lammiman v Walker act 
wits 
Guille v Fox In re Fox: Leo- 


Coley v Col fo 
a fi fereny Ae de Castro v 


Mayhew v Cattermole fc 
Bensted v Hall act 
Earl of Radnor v Graham 


Society act. wits 


£c&2 
sums 


thern Ry cause, wits 


nard vy Guille fc 


Pelly fe 


cause, wits 

Williams vy Hughes fc 

In re Robson, deci Emly v 
Davidson act, m for judgt 

In re Brown decd Lawley v 
Dixon act 

British Mining, &c, Co v Tay- 
lor act, wits 

Dawes v Bagenal act 

Alderson v Woods act 

In 1e Kingdon, decd Martin v 
Cowland m for judgt 

In re Chism, decd Battersby v 
Chism act, wits 

Collier v Selig act, wits 

In re Shearley, decd Sanders v 
Shearley act 

Davies v Brecon, &c, R 

Margetson v Goodlan 


wi 
Harris v Harford fc 
Hengler v Myers act 
In re Worrall, decd Gurney 
v Clare fc 
Chaplin vy Ashton fc 
Randall v Prosser act 
Mills v Jennings act 
Brooke v Wigg act (jury trial) 
Clarke v Budgett m for judgt 
Hales v Clarke fur con 
In re Johnson, decd Harrison 
v Dearlove act 
Lord Lovat v Leslie sp trial 
In re Johnscn, decd Johnson 
v Leigh act (short) 
In re Beaumont decd Wilkin- 
son v Walker act 
Cope v Few act 
Hensby v Justice act 
In re Robrs, decd Rohrs v 
Rodwell act and m for judgt 
Boyes v Cook fc 
Turner v Hancock m for judgt 
In re Palmer, decd Binning 
v Bioning fo 
In “dt ey decd Palmer 
Vv m for judgt 
Hesketh vy Bolton Guardns act 
In re Hale, decd Western v 
King fe 
Bryan v Moss 


sumns to vary 
Collins vy Bishop fe 
In re Waites, Barratt v 
Scholey m for judgt ma 
Carter v Burney act wits 
Smith v Bennett fc 


act 
act, 


fur con and 





Murray v Crichtons..£.c (S O), 
Dunning v Berridge .c(S O 
Back v Hay,.Bart | ¢(S ° 
Harris v Harris m judgt (S 0) 


Co-operation limd -demr of 
defts New Supply Assoc 
Sameiv Same 

New Civil Service Co-opera- 
tion limd 

The Nauty-Glo and Blaina 
Iron Works Company limd v 
Carlton o wits 

Original Hartlepool Colleries 
Cov Moon c wits 

Moon v Original’ Hartlepool 
Collieries Co c wits 

Bradbury v Lamb 
Jones v Evans act 
Chester v Grege act 

Inre Smith Tetlawv Smith 
act with wits 

Comfort v Brown sp c 


c wits 


De Reuter yv Gillespie act (S 


0 
ormbie v Perkes c¢ e 0) 
—_ ~~ Co ‘ Caan 
ewage Co c 
Harris v The West London 
Imperial Building Society 
act (S O) 
— vSharp m judt (S 


North Cheshire, &c, Cov Hus- 
band ¢ (S 0 @) 


Causes 


Jones v Jones demr 
Surtees v Malet c wits (not 
before June) 

Preston v Etherington 


May 6 
ey Cadle v Gough 


In re Hall 

act wits 

Bridges v Bridges act wits (not 

before May 20) 

Fullick v Robertson act wits 

Fullick v Fallick act with 
wits 

In re Hughes Roberts v 
Roberts m judgt (not before 
May 16 

In re illiams 
Williams. act 

Kipping v Keogh act 

Exdaile v Viser act 

Francis v Reese act 

Binney v Lincoln act 

Holt v Coates m for judgt 

Walker v Garbutt act with 


act 


Gough v 


wits 

Reynolds v Bullock act (not 
before May 7) 

In re Webb, decd Webb v 
Webb act (not before May 


7) 
Complin v Hudson act with 


wits 
In re Middleton, decd Drake v 
Pratt act with wits 
Clydesdale Banking Co of 
Glasgow v Johnson act (not 
before May 13) 
Adams v Cheesman act 
Burkinshaw v Union Bank of 
Hull act (not before May 


2) 
In re Walton, decd Sharp v 
Hall act with wits 
Brown v Henty act with wits 
Pape v Hillier act 





Schwaben v Quick act 


Dury v Seed act with wits 


Causes standing‘over: 
In. re: Eaton, deceased . Katom 


emr of defts Hepe 
The Aberberg Colliery, limd v 


v Eaton »m jdt (SO 


Sadler v SO 
Smith v Chadwick - act (8 O) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir. James Bacon. 
Causes for tri 


Pulbrook v New Civil Service In re Ward, deceased Bem 


ment v Balls: act wits. 


Rolls v Tsaacs act 


vGibbs act . 
Pen y Van Colliery Co act. 


Attorney-Gen v Furness Ry Co 


act (April 30) 


Bell v te act: 
Levy v Jose m for judgt 
Kelsey v Ellis f con 


In re Wallace, deceased, Wale: 
lace v Wallace act and m for 
judgt 

Green v Green f con 

In re Toms, deceased, Bagster 


vGunn fconr 


Causes Standing Over. 


In re Jones Jones v Jones 
act (not to be in the paper 
before anr act not set down 

Basham v Hutchinson o (S f 

Hutchinson v Basham c (S 0 

In re Latimer Atkinson v 
Latimer act (abated) 

Tolputt v Kilburn c wits (S O) 

Wright v Wright c wits (S O 

Byron v Deacon c wits (abated 

aa v Snowden act (S 


) 
Whiteley v Pearce act wits 
(S 0) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CHARLES HALL. 


for trial. 
Jarvis v Sprott f£ c (Liver- 
1DR 


poo 

Ball v Thess act with wits 
(May 1) 

Smith v Sebright act with 


wits 

In re Clarke, decd Spencer v 
Clarke act with wits 

Egginton v Whennell act 

Robinson v South and East 
Coast Ry Co act with wits 
(May 1) 

In re Oliver, decd Oliver v 
Oliver m for judgt 

Wingfield v Wingfield m for 
judgt 

Lewis v Nubbs act and m for 
judgt , 

Strangways v Warry act with 
wits 


Mereutt v Marcutt act with 


wits 

Mendelsohn v Rittenberg m. 
for judgt 

Morton v Jenkins act 

Kendrew v Punch act with. 
wits 

Horn v Horn fur con 

Phillips v Willate act after 
m by order (April 30) 

In re Bale, decd Lofty v Bale: 


fur con 
In re Girling, decd Girling 
v Girling act with wits 
Turner v Rockhill det 
Richmond v Tarleton m for 


judgt 
Ancona v Waddell far con (not 
before May 17) 
Best v Hammond act with 
wits 
Day v Kirk act 
Engelhardt v Engelhardt spo: 
Robinson v Brett act 
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In re Hobson, decd Foster v 
Hobson actand urforjudgt 
Hammond v Hughes act with 


wits 
Shelton v Shelton act with 


wits s 

Jepson v Tideswell m for 

judgt 

Atkinson v Birks’ act 

In re Rogers, decd Rogers v 
Glenister fur con 

Inre Brogden, decd’ Budgett 
v Brogden act 

Marsden v Kent fur con 

Innes v Marsden* fur con 


Royal Bank of Scotland v-. 


‘ongue act and m for judgt 
with wits (not before- May 


13) 

Holyoake v-Loch act 

Holy eceut decd  -Trestrail 
vdames fo 

Inre Philpot, decd Philpot v 
Watson fc 


Lee v Andtade fc 

Kemys, &c., Co v Somervell 
act wits 

Lane v Mimms «act wits- 

In re Jones, decd Jones v 
Jones fc 

Thomas v Mytton  ¢ wits - 

Palmer v Moden act wits 

Scorse v Cade fc 

Beattie v Robinson act wits 

In re Heh i rare decd | Pike 
v Hol act wits 

Thirkell v Cosens’: act 

Pritchard v Cantor act 

Staffordshire,’ &c., Co v 
Bloomer act m for judgt 

In re Letchfield dv 
Letchfield m for judgt 
(short) 

Charring ton v Dobbins act & 
m for judgt (Sheffield D. R:) 

In re Pewtress, decd Mum- 
mery v Appleton fe 


Causes Standing Over. 


etd Peru v Ruzo m 
decree (not before July 


18 

Photnero v Fox c (pending 
gums) 

Hunt v City of London act 


trial) 

A ath Cranwell _c(S 0) 
Dowdeswell’ v Dowdeswell 
act wits (S O Nov. 1878) 

Parsons v Harris act (S O) 

Inre Wintle, deceased, Wintlo 
vy Wintle’ m for judgt (evi- 
dence not complete) 

Fox v Forster act (S O for 

Basy Holt ct (jary trial) 
tv Holt act (jury tria 

In re Da Costa, ata Da 
Costa v Da Costa m for judgt, 
pthd (S O) 

Bowly v Edmonds act (not 
before July 1) 

Jones v Prothero act (S O) 

Spencer v Hopkins & Co act 
$0 G) 


Nash v Billingham act (S 0) 
Bedford v Isaacs act (S O 
Millard v Bertill act and m for 


judgt (S O 

De Winst vJohnson fc and 
p (S 0) 

Thomas v Hastelow act (S 0) 
wrie v Lees act (S O) 

Mayor, &c, of Portsmouth v 
Foster (SO G) 

Paris v Oleaga_ c (S 0) 

Smith v United Co-operative 
Coal, &c, Society act (S O 


G 
Conan v Lloyd fe (S 0) 
Rutley v Doherty act (evi- 
dence not complete) 
Craven Banking Co v Smith 
m for judgt (S O G) 
Clements v Norris act (jury 
trial) i 
feos v Huntback act (jury 
a 


tri 
Yeldham v Yeldham act, wits 
(sums pending) 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for Trial. 


TF v Dawson co (S O— 

Platt v Kershaw act (S O— 
VCH 

Litton v Litton act (SO) V CH 


Hunt v The Glamorgan Coal 
Co, limd act (S O—MR) 

Pearson v Scott act wits MR 

Gaze v Hopwood act wits 
VCH 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor MaLins, by Order of 27th 


July, 


In re Blakeway Simcox v 

Blakeway act (SO) 
idge v Gunn o with wits 

In re Garland Garland v 
Beverley act (S O) 

Gardner y Woodhouse act 
with wits (S O G) 

Dyer v Stamp act with wits 
(April 30) 

mat Taylor act with wits 
(8 0) 


1877. 


Phillips v Bolton act 

In re Rawstron Pickup v 
Rawstron act 

Steuart v Gladstone c 

Bell v Lawrence act wits (S.O 


In 2 Pratt. Miles v Price 
act with wits (S 0) 
Stuart v Trewbella act 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor MALtNs and Vice-Chancellor 


HAL, by Order of the 
Mattinson v Tickell act wits 
VCM 


Gibbs v Somerset, &e Ry act 
(80) VCH 

Nicholas a Nicholas act RA 4 

v Wigram act 

Morris v Somerset, &, Ry Co 
act wits (S 0) VCH 

Broomfield v Matthews act 
($0) Vem 

land v Keily act VCH 

Ewing. & Co v Johnstone & 

Co act wits (SO) VCH 


19th November, 1877. 


Biller v Power Power v 
Biller act wits VCM 

Bradley v Riches act and m 
judgt VCH 

In re Turner, deceased Turner 
v Turner m judgt (S 0) 
VCM 

St Clair v Trower act and m 


judgt VCH 
Cranknall v Janson act & m 
judgt 


Bolt v Coulson act VCM 
Nicholas v Nicholas act 
VCM 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor*Matins, by Order of:21st 
February, 1878. 

Glen¢rossv Glencross act In re Bielby. decd Freer ¥ 
Oliver v Oliver m judgt(S ©: — Snowball, act (S O G) 

G) Poulton v Nixon act 
Associated Home Co v Whic- _ wits 

hord act with wits Masters v Ponty Local Govern- 
Loog v Charrageat act ment Board act with wits 
Cavey v Grubb act Vander-Howen y Hope. act. 
In re Bell; decd:Bath v Bell ‘with wits 


act with wits In re Boultbee, decd Boultbee- 
Merrell v Wainwright. m for _ v Boultbee act with wits 
judgt Lord Rokeby v Elliot co 
Ash v Elwell. c 


Heritage v Black. m for judgt 
Maxon v Evett c (SO j 
Waddell v Toleman. act 


Parker v Burne act (S O) 


(8 0 G) act, pt 
Re-transferred from bear Bacon, by order of 8th 
8. 


April, 18 

March v Farrant c 
Weardale Iron, &c, Cov Tuke wits 

act with wits In re Noake, decd’ Bowles ¥ 
Dodds v Tuke xct wtth wits Andrews act 
Williams v Phelps mforjudgt Yarmouth, &c., Corporation v 
In re Openshaw, decd Simmons act with wits 
Duckworth v Openshaw act Inre Phelps, decd Daveyv 

and m for judgt Oakley act with wits 
Lupton v Whyte act with wits 

The above list contains causes set dowa to Friday, April 26,. 
inclusive. 





MIDDLESEX. 
Easter SittinG, 1878. 

This list contains all actions entered in Queen’s Bench, Com-- 
mon Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions, in which notice of trial: 
has been given ; and also all actions in the Chancery Division, 
in which notice has been given of trial before a judge and jury,. 
up to and including 1st May, 1878. 


ADDITIONAL LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 

x 1 Hall (In Person) v Gill (Rickards & W) 

x 2 Beeton (Milward & W) v Mason (Mead & D) 

CP 3 West (Meynell & P) v De la Warr (Cope & Co) SJ 

QB 4 Woolf (R & E Bastard) v Harris & Co (A Pulbrook) 

CP 6 Eyre(GL P Eyre & Co) v Moffatt & anr (J G Wat- 
son 

Ex 6 Ball (Duncan, M W & G) v Moore (Crowdy & Son) 

CP 7 Torres (Tilleard, G & H) v Cordner (Foss & L) 

Ex 8 Hickey (Belfrage & M) v Montefiore (Lewis & Lewis) 

QB 9 Creed (A J Murray) v Millett (Roscoe, H & 8) 

Ex 10 Kendrick (GJ &P bisa, v Scarth (Torr & Co) 

Ex 11 Bright & ors (Hargrove & Co) v The Telegraph Con- 
struction, &c, Co (Bircham & Co) SJ 

Ex 12 Berridge (Willoughby & Cox) v Roberts (Harris & 

i J 


Godwin) S 

QBl3 ——_ M & Co) v Elkington & ors (Lum- 
e 

Ex 14 fe A ¢ Durant) v Grover (H H Mason & Son 

Ex 15 Grover (H H Mason & Son) .v Ancrum (T Durant, 

QB 16 Whitaker (J Frost) v Breffit (W Maynard) 

Ex 17 —— (Denton, H & B) v Reynolds (Milne, B & M) 
8 


CP 18 ane (Harper, B & B) v Brown & ors (Janson, C & 


Ex 19 Upton (R H Wilkins) v Heaven (J H Jonas) SJ 

CP 20 Covell (W Philp) v Sykes (Dunn & P) 

CP 21 Griffiths (M G Georghegav) v London & St Katharine 
Docks Co (Humphreys & Son) SJ 

Ex 22 Bishop & avr (A D Smith) v Bluck (Pownall & Co) 

CP 23 Wilbraham (Chapman, T & B) v The Maritime Pas- 
sengers & Mariners Insurance Co, limd (Harrisons & 


Son) 
QB 24 be: (C B Claydon) v A Robson (Thompson, L & C): 
SS] 


QB 25 Same (Same) v J W Robson (Same) SJ 

QB 26 Mayor, &c, of London (I J Nelson) v Low & anr (W 
S Gardener; M Hawkins) SJ 

Ex 27 Tolme (J B Batten) y Whitby, Redcar & Middles-- 
borough Union Ry Co (Tilleard & Co) 

Ex 28 Steenackers (Goldring & J) v Yglesias (Randall & A) 

QB 29 D'Oyley (Markby & Co) v Heynemana & anr (Johnson: 
& Co; Elmslie & Co) SJ 

QB 30 Cameron (Shum & Co) v Gowland (Harcourt & M) SF 

QB 31 Asp, Bese & Co (Combe & W) v Lefevre & Co (WG 

| 


le. 
Ex 32 Morton (0 B Wooler) v Maxwell (J J Keily) SJ 
Ex 33 Maxwell (J J Keily) v Morton (O B Wooler) SJ 





QB 84 Sawbridge & anr (N Bennett) v Eggar (Walker & Cop 


535° ' 





Swift vBalshaw act withwits King v Maye &e, of Bristol 
hi ® 
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‘CP 35 Woodrow (J Robinson) v The Albion Life Assurance 
Society (J C Campbell) 
piu wc. indo & Co) v Langton & anr (J E Fox & 


QB 37 Powis (Combe & W) v Tench (Pownall, Son, C & K) 
Chy 38 Dressel (W Eley) v The Rhenish Westphalian Lloyd 


Bee & Co) 
CP 39 L — (G E Carpenter) v Barrett (Wontner & 


ne 
QB 40 Benjamin (J Frost) v Litten (F A Lewty) 
Ex 41 The Corticine Floor Covering Co (Pattison, W & C) v 
idley, Son & Whitley (Mills & L) SJ 
Ex 42 Same (Same) v Tull, Glanvill & Co, and Treloar & Son 
(Bower & C; Hyde & T) SJ 
CP 43 Naylor (Walters, Young & Co) v Tabor & anr (F L 


es 
Ex 44 Cowell tees (E Woodard) v Barker & anr (Hollams, 
Son & C) S 


J 

C P 45 Miller (W W Young) v Clever (W Arnold) 

QB 46 The Commissioners of the Admiralty (Hare & F) v 
Dowthwaite (Maples & Co) SJ : 

C P 47 Brown (C M Elborough) v London & Yorkshire Bank 
(Bischoff, B & B) SJ 

Ex 48 Cox (H Reid) v Coote (Jones, T & G) 

QB 49 Sir R Hills & ors (Bischoff, B & B) v The Managers of 
the Metropolitan Asylum District (Few & Co) SJ 

C P 50 Davenport (Campbell, R & H) v Rowley (C Arm- 


strong) 
CP 51 Malcolm (Campbell, R & H) v North Eastern Ry Co 
en H & Co) SJ 
52 Milne (G Brown) v Holmes (L Pass) SJ 
53 Milne (G Brown) v Holmes & ors (L Pass, J E Brown, 
& GJ &P Vanderpump) 
54 Cabero (W F Nokes) v Mapleson (J & R Gole) 
55 Howard (Routh & S) v Boosey & Co (R G Marsden) 
56 a (Bircham & Co) v Reeves (Monckton, L & Co) 


7 Cooper (G Thompson) v Cleverley (W Maynard) 

58 Scott (Sorrell & Son) v Pheysey (S H Head) SJ 

59 Benjamin (M Abrahams & R) v Higginbottom (F T 

Dubois) SJ 

60 Webb (Noon & C) v Williamson (W Beck) 

1 — (F Clift) v Barnes & anr (G L P Eyre & Co) 
J 


2 _ & anr (J L Mathews) v De Mattos (Elmslie, F 
7S 


8) 
63 Solomon (W F Morris) v Stanislaus (E B Tattershall) 
64 Michael (Wilkinson & H) v The East & West India 
Dock Co (Freshfields & W) SJ 
65 — & anr (Druce, Sons & J) v Mayhew (S May- 


ew 

66 Dalton (Noon & C) v Mason (F W ey 

67 Brockelbank & Co (Kisch, Son & H) v King’s Lynn 
Steam Shipping Co (Flax & L) SJ 

68 Ives (H W Christmas) v McNeill (Barker) 

3 €9 Hallward (C B Hallward) v Blandford & ors (James 
Curtis & Co; G H K Fisher) 

70 German Bank of London, limd (Bircham & Co) v 
Carvell (H W Lindus) 

71 Dunn (W Hicks) v Bush (In Person) 

72 The London Financial Association, limd (Markby, T & 
S) v France (Deane & T) SJ 

73 Jones (M Rodwell) v Fildew (Brettell, S & B) SJ 

4 Baxter (Brighten & P) v Ryton (Prior, B C & A) 

5 a (Harris & G) v Holmwood (Waltons, B & W) 
J 


76 Joshua (A E Webb) v Green (Hare & F 

SeaBiy (Bircham & Co) v Earl Dundonald (Newman, 8 
& Co) § 

C P 78 Cooper (W Maynard) v Roberts (Miller & 8) 

QE 79 Martin & aur (Noon & C) v Smith (Bicknell & H 

QE & Garrett & ors (Robins & P) vy Hammond & anr (Hogan 


H 
Ex $1 Pritchard (G J & P Vanderpump) v London & St 
Katharine Docks Co (W M Hacon) SJ 
Ex 82 Palmes (Lake, B & Co) v Hope & anr (Shoubridge & 


) 
Ex 83 Same eg v Bevan (Same) 
Ex & mits es ron, &, Co (Houghton & B) v Fearn 
(AS Ome #) 
5 Key (G B Dodd, jon) v Quartly (A F Barnard) 
CP & Le Touzel (J Palien) v Roy & anr (Roy & C) SJ 
Ex 47 ee & anr (J C Button & Co) v Treherne & anr 
(in Person) 
Ez % Matiaatio (v es v Balfour & ors (Tinder & 
wy; Gregory & Co) & 
Ex #& ge > By. care Zealand Shipping Co, limd 
Mans, Som & C) 
kx # Gonzales Bynes & Co (Tamplin, T & J) v Mackenzie 
($ Toppin 
Chy “1 Trostes f Webb, « bankrupt (A Pulbrook) v Clark 
(White & Sons) 
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QB 92 Hallett (In Person) v Hallett (Duncan, M & Co) 
QB 93 Masta & one Chena & v Weininger (Chapman 
‘0 


94 Rintoul (J Knight) v Heynemann (Jobnson, U & Co 
tae Sampson) v Richardson (Watson, Sons 


95 

96 Frearson c H Edmands) v Loe (H Kimber & Co) 

97 Wood (H T Roberta) v agin (J&R oe SJ 

98 Licensed Victuallers’, &c, Insurance Co (R Hi ) 

v Quinlan (Lewis, M & L) SJ 

99 Allpress (G C Lea) v Coulter (G J Jennings) 

100 Mayer (A G Ditton) v Robinson (P W Mazer) 

101 Day (T K Edwards & Son) v Valzel (C Mallam) 

CP 102 Findlay (S Price) v Leighton (In Person) SJ 

Ex 103 Johnson (T R Apps) v Norman (In Person) SJ 

Ex 104 Spurgin (Beaumont & W) v South Easteia Ry Co 

Stevens) SJ 

QB 105 Cumbers (W A Day) v London & North-Western Ry 
Co (R F Roberts) SJ 

Ex 106 Withers & anr (Whyte, C & P) v Bond (Tilley & 8) 

Ex 107 Marshall (E H Clarke) v London & North-Western 
Ry Co (R F Roberts) SJ 

CP 108 = Ga & de Soyres) v Pilling & anr (Chester & 


0) 
QB 109 Abdy (Birch, J & H) v Cornelius (L W Gregory) SJ 
CP 110 Loe (H Kimber & Co) v Frearson (C H Edmands) 
Ex 111 Verrall (Palmer, B & F) v Pemberton & ors (Wood- 
bridge & Sons; Stevens, W & H) 
Ex 112 ay (R J Woodfin) v Imperial Discount Co, limd 


V Lewis) 
Ex 113 Brooks (Duignan & S) v Phillips & Son (Lewis & L) 
QB eo (L Lewis) v Crystal Palace Co (H Kimber 


AGA AHA aa 
Mot NW 


0 
lie Coles du A Stephens) v Dickinson (J Richardson 


P 114 Ramsey & aur (S Betteley) v Cameron (Smith, F & 


on) 

Ex 115 Chambers (T R Apps) v Taylor (W H Fullager) 

Ex 116 Spiller rg: v Baum (Evans & E 

Ex 117 Booth (C F Yorke) v London & North-Western Ry 
Co (R F Roberts) SJ 

C P 118 West London Extension Ry Co (W Hegger ? v Lon- 
don, Chatham & Dover Ry Co (J White) 

QB 119 Church (Fitch & F) v Hutton (Tidy, H & T 

Q B 120 Fraser (Simson & Co) v Rollisson & Sons (Bockett & 


Son) SJ 
Ex 121 Adamson (E Kimber) v General Machinery Co (J B 


Smit! 
C P 122 Copland (W A Smith) v The Asphaltic Wood Pave- 
ment Co, limd (T&A Harrison) SJ 

QB 123 Paice (Rogers, J & R) v Smith (Bischoff, B & B) SJ 
Ex 124 Shippery (W W Brown) v Lees (& J Barron) 

C P 125 Cochrane (Dillon-Webb & Co) v Jordan (Roy & C) 
Ex 126 Hallett (Duncan & Co) v Hallett (In Person) 

QB 127 Pearks (R Wood) v Ear! of Perth & anr (W H Smith 
QB 128 _- & anr (C J Davis) v Beck & anr (L Goldberg 
8 


Ex 129 Dela Rosa (O W Oakes) v Barreto (J Harwood) 

C P 130 Sharpe (J Knight) v Willis (J L Dale) 

Ex 131 Tinlin (J B Lay) v Anderson (Pritchard & M) 

Ex 132 Willis (Evans & EK) v Higgs (Speechly & Co 

Q B 133 Hill (W D Smyth) v Little (Lumley & L) § 

QB 134 Clarke & ors (S Camp) v The Vestry of Chelsea (Lee 
& Pemberton) 

QB 135 General Share Trust Co, limd (J S Coleman) v Baum 
& anr Peon &E 

QB 136 boo Janson, C & P) v London & North-Western 
Ry Co (R F Roberts) SJ 

Ex 137 Tulley & ors (E Kimber) v Field (T W Palmer) 

QB 138 Shore (Foss & L) v Kaufman (J Neal) 

C P 139 Austin (J J Watts) v Liebert (In Person) 

Ex 140 Hall (R Voss) v Smith (A E Francis) 

CP 141 Gray & wife (Poole & H) v Ellwood Green Colliery & 
Brick Co, limd (T C Russell 

Ex 142 Knell (Mackeson, T & A) v Webb (R De Pere wt y 

QB 143 Whistler (J A Rose) v Ruskin (Walker, M & C) 8 

QB 144 Clark (Wealt & Crump) v Swinbourne (Vallance & V) 

C P 145 Long (Paterson, Sons & G) v Millar (Dodd & L) 

Ex 146 Cooper (Roy & C) v Dunn (J ‘I Trengrouse) 

Ex 147 Same (Same) v Same (Same) (20d action) 

QB 148 Burseville (M Abrahdms & R) v Whiteley (C M 

8J 


Roche) 
QB 149 Asquith (J W Sykes) v Brown (Baker & N) 
Ex 150 Senety of Apothecaries (Green & P) v Bellaers (W T 
icketts 
CP 151 Walter Moojon & Son (Walter & M) v Henry (Rogers 
10 


& 

QB 152 Deighton (W G Payne) v Rogers (R EE 

CP 163 Cuddon & ors (T Sismey) v Barnes (W T Ricketts) 
(without # jury) 

CP 154 Drew (¥ Taylor) v Matthews & any (J M Upfill) 

Ex 165 Hops anr (W T Ricketts) v Dunham (J J Hutchin- 
won 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 6.—Messrs. ELi1s & Son, at the Mart, freehold properties, 
at 2 p.m. (see advertisement, April 13 and 20,.p. 4). 

May 8.—Mesers, C. C. Tayior & Son, at the Mart, copyhold 
and leasehold properties, at 2 p.m. (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 5). 

May 8.—Messrs. Baxter, Payne & Lepper, at the Mart, 
yg properties, at 2 p.m. (see advertisement, this week, 
§.—Messra. Epwin Fox & BovusFIie.p, at the Mart, free- 
hold properties, &c., at 2 p.m. (see advertisement, this week, 


p. 6). 

May. 8.—Mr. F. SratHam Hopson, at the Mart, policies (see 
advertisement, April 27, p. 522). 

May 9.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moorz, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., 
freehold, copyhold, and leasehold properties (see adverttise- 
ment, this week, p. 3). 

May 9.—Mr. Rosrns, at the Mart, freehold property (see ad- 
vertisement, April 13, p. 4). 

May 10.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, WatNnEY, & Co, at the 

art, freehold properties, at 2 p.m, (see advertisement, April 
13 and 20, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

AGaBEG—April 26, at 61, Boundary-road, St. John’s-wood 
N.W., the wife of Aviet Agabeg, barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. 

Cuupsp—April 28, at South Bank, Forest-hill, the wife of 
Edward Morley Chubb, solicitor, of a son. 

Ciay—April 26, at 3, Gordon-street, Gordon-square, the wife of 
William Henry Clay, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Lrey—April 22, at East Farleigh, near Maidstone, the wife of 
John Carrington Ley, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, 

bbe ig te -y 16, at Wellingborough, Northamptonshire, the 
wife of J. T. Parker, solicitor, of a daughter. 

STewart—April 28, at 22, Neville-street, Onslow-gardens, 
S.W., the wife of Alan Stewart, barrister-at-law, of a 


daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 

BEaALL—Britt—April 30, at St. Mary’s, The Boltons, South 
Kensington, Edward Beall, solicitor, to Edith, daughter of 
Charles Brill, of Corton House, South Kensington. 

Drxon—Piccorr—April 30, at St. Anne’s, Highgate-rise, T. 
Parker Dixon, solicitor, to Florence Maude, daughter of 
William Peter Piggott. 

Ferns—StTerLt—April 24, at Stafford, Alfred Ernest Ferns, 
solicitor, of Stockport, Cheshire, to Jane Harriet, daughter of 
the late John Shaw Steel, M.D., of Stafford. 

Preto—Eyre—April 30, at St. James’s, Piccadilly, Ernest W. 
Peto, of 16, Abchurch-lane, E.C., solicitor, to Mary Ellen, 
daughter of Alexander R. Eyre, of South Park, Sevenoaks. 

Saxton—PrEx—April 25, at Sydenham, Edward Somes Sax- 
ton, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Evelyn Meigh, 
daughter of William Peek, of Shelton, Sydenham-bill. 


DEATHS. 
Batu—April 25, at Stroud, Gloucestershire, John Garlick Ball, 
solicitor, for nearly fifty years coroner for the county, aged 


85. 
Weis—April 30, at 13, Pembroke-road, Kensington, George 
Wells, barrister-at-law, aged 50. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tugspay, April 30, 1878. 
Watts, Alfred Augustus, and Thomas; Matthews Cridge, Suffolk, and 
Essex, solicitors, April § 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Frinay, April 26, 1878. 
Limitep tn CHaNncery, 

Crown Match Company, Limited.— Petition for winding up, presented 
April 18, directed to be heard before the M.R,on May 4. Wheeler, 
Gray's inn sq, solicitor for the petitioner 

Great Dyliffe Lead Mining Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up. presented April 18, directed to be heard before VC, Hall, on 
Friday, May 3. Foss and Legg, Abchurch lane, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

London and Caledonian Marine Insurance Company, Limited,.—Petition 
for winding up, presented April 15, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on May 4, Waltons and Co, Great Winchester st, solicitors tor 
the petitioners 

Northern Bohemian Collieries Company, Limited ,—Potition for winding 
up, presented Apri! 12, directed to be heard before the M.R, on May 
4, Tilleard and Co, ola Jowry, solicitors for the petitioners 

Patent Steam Engine Company, Limited,—Petition tor winding up, 
presented April 24, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on May 
4. Snell, George st, Mansion House, solicitor for the petitioners 





Tvespay, April 30, 1878. 
LimrTep In CHANCERY. 

Bowers Allerton Collieries, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 25, directed to be heard before the M.R. on May 11. 
Pattison and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 

British Alliance Assuranee Corporation, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented April 18, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins 
on May 10. Robinson, Philpot Jane, solicitor for the petitioner 

General Meat Supply Association, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented April 29, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on Friday, 
a 10. Ciark and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the peti- 

ioner 

Home Investment Society, Limited.—Petition tor winding up, pre- 
sented April 24, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on May 10. 
Brabant, Gray’s inn sq, solicitor for the petitioners 

Sutcliffe and Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
April 25, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on Friday, May 10. 
Clark and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Brooks and Co, Ashton- 
under-Lyne, solicitors for the vetitioners 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuxspay, April 23, 1878. 

Collis, Charles, New Weston st, Bermondsey, Miller. June 1. Collis 
v. Collis, V.C. Hall. Child, Wi'liam st, Knightsbridge 

FitzGeraid, Maurice Noel Ryder Parcel), Boalge Hall, nr Woodbridge, 
Suffolk,Gent. Junel. FitzGerald v. Ryder, V.C. Hall. Davidson 
and Burch, Spring gardens 

Foster, Thomas, O:ley, York, Farmer, May 29. Foster v. Foster, 
V.C. Malins. Pullan, Leeds 

Toid, James, Heworth, York, Yeoman. May 24, Todd vy. Todd, V.C. 
Hall, Lawton, York 


Fripay, April 26, 1878. 

Hill, Rev Charles, Piddington, Oxford. May 23. Drewry v. Hill, V.C. 
Bacon. Drewry, Burton-on-Trent 

Neatby, Mary Elizabeth, Gravesend. May 15. Cox v. Boston, V.C. 
Bacon. Huntley, Tooley st 

Peter, John, Park lane, Esq. Nov 30. Peter v. Stirling, V.C. Malins. 
Lawrence, New sq, Lincoln’s ian 

Vaughan, Stephen, Eastbourne, Gent. May 21. English and Irish 
Church and University Assurance Society v. Vaughan, M.R. Waller, 
Coleman st 

Young, George, Persnett, Stafford, Hop Merchant. May 25. Osborn 
v. Young, V.C. Hall. Smith, Dudley 


Tvuespay, April 30, 1873, 

Connor, John, Gloucester st, Clerkenwell, Licensed Victaaller. June 
1, West London Deposit, Loan and Discount Co Limited v. King, 
V.C. Hali, Tatham, Queen Victoria st 

Payne, Charles, Huddersfield, Accountant. May 31. Moszop rv. 
Midgley, V.C. Hall. Learoyd and Co, Huidersfield 

Vavasour, Marmaduke Walter, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Gent. May 31. 
Vavasour v. Vavasour, V.C. Bacon. Smith and Mammatt, Ashby- 
de-la-Zouch 

Willes, James, Gravesend, Gent. May 14. Willes v. Wille:, V.C. Bacon. 
Denny, Coleman st 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 
Tvespay, April 23, 1878. 

Baazley, John, Holloway road, Fishmonger. May 31. Backler, Queen 
st place, Cannon st 

Davies, Robert Cradock, Worthing, Esq. June 20. Milne and Co, 
Harcourt buildings, Teemp'e 

Fry, Thomes, Rugby, Warwick, Seedsman. May 27. Wratislaw, Rugby 

Gray, Charles, Handsworth, York, Butcher. dfay 22. Burdekia and 
Co, Sheffield 

Hargreaves, Richard, Hulme, Manchester, Beer Retailer. July 6. 
Bellhouse and Almond, Manchester 

Johnstone, Mary, Hastings. June 18. Harrison, Bermondsey st 

Lace, Joshua Verney Lovett, Christleton, Cheshire, Esq. May 31. 
Laces and Co, Liver 

Magee, John, Milk st, Merchant. May 20. Rixon, Austin friars 

Marshall, John, Kossuth terrace, Victoria park, Contractor. May 20. 
Rixon, Austin friars 

Melvin, George, Wingate, Durham, Gant. Junel. Watson and Smith, 
Durham 

Metcalfe, William Pitt, Canonbury villas, Islington, Esq. May 
Croft, Richmond 

Rendall, Flizabeth Beaton, Hinton, Somerset. Jane 24. Leach, Mar- 


tock 
Saxton, Nathaniel, Blackfriars bridge Wharf, Blackfriars rd, Tmbder 
Merchan). Jane 4. Willoughby and Cox, Cliford’s inn, Fleet st 
Smith, Mary, Stafford. June i. Hand and Co, Soefford 
Smith, Sarah, Stafford. June !. Hand and Co, Stafford 
Stone, John, Epsom, Surrey, Brick Manutacturer, May 28. White, 


vom 

Suhami. Daniel, Clephane rj, Canonbury, Gent, Janel. Davis, Con- 
duit st, Bond st 

Tymm, Joseph, sen, Ludworth, Derby, Qoal Merchant, June 1. 
Johnson, Stooekport 

Waring, George, shirehampton, ur Bristol, Gent, May SI. Fry and 
Co, Bristol 

Watson, Sarah, Ewell, May 28. White, Epsom 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Apri! 26, 1878, 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869, 
Croditors must forward their prools of dedts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
De Fernex, Charles Victor Jahn, and Johan Hearg De Forgex, LE ttle 
Britain, Costume Manufacturer, Pet April (8. Haautt, May 7 at 


2 
Marona, Samuel, Fore st, General Merchant, Pet April IS, Haatitt, 
May 7 atil 
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To Surrender in the Country. 

Acock, George Thomas, Oxford, Contractor. Pet April 24, Bishop. 
Oxford, May 13 at 12 ; 
= 7 we Sheffield, Grocer. Pet Mar 21. Wake. Sheffield, 

ay 8 at 
Sherwood, Thomas, Stainton-in-Cleveland, York, Butcher. Pet April 
24. Crosby, Stockton-on-Tees, May 9 at 3 
Turspay, April 30, 1878, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
4o Surrender in London. 
Stansbury, Edgar Augustus, Seymour rd, Wandsworth, Colonial 
Broker. Pet April 27. Hazlitt. May 14 at 11 
Surrender in the Country. 
Bowers Matthew, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
April 26. Walker. Dudley, May 17 at 12 
Creyke, Willism, Harrogate, Corn Dealer. Pet April 26. Perkins. 
York, May 14 at 2 
Garrison, Samuel, Cheltenham, Chinaman. Pet April 18. Gale. 
Cheltenham, May 11 at 11 
Leys, Henry, Melcombe Regis, Dentist. Pet April 27. 
Dorchester, May 15 at 11 : 
Marriott, Christopher Bradley, Ramsgate, Poulterer. Pet April 26. 
Furley. Canterbury, May 17 at 2 
Thomas, Cardiff, Publican, Pet April 18. Langley. Cardiff, 


May 9 at 2 
Neville, William, High Wycombe, Chair Manufacturer. Pet April 25, 
Pet April 25. Grimsey. Ipswich, 


Symonds, 


Watson, Aylesbury, May 18 at 11 

Scarlett, James, Ipswich, Butcher. 
May 13 at ll 

Smyth, Elizabeth Amy Coke, Brighton, Schoolmistress. Pet April 25. 
Evershed. Brighton, May 20 at 11 

Street, John, Langford, Bedford, Market Gardener. Pet April 26. 
Pearce. Bedford, May 14 at 11.15 

Wilson, Edwerd, and Henry Wilson, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Man- 
chester, Decorators. Pet April 25. Lister. Manchester, May 13 at 
il 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 


Fripay, April 26, 1878. 
Powell, James, Newport, Monmouth, Shipsmith, April 24 
TorEspay, April 30, 1878. 
Barlow, Harriet, High Holborn, Milliner, April 12 
Brunning, Arthur James, and Charles Abraham Brunning, Great Yar- 
mouth, Florists. April 25 
Cohen, Moses Jonah, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. April 9 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Fruway, April 26, 1878, 
Barnes, Alfred, Accrington, Boiler Coverer. May 10 at 3 at the Pcel’s 
Arms Hotel, Whalley ré, Accrington. Whalley, Accrington 
Bennell, William (and not Bennett) Colehester, Plumber, April 30 at 
12 at offices of Prior, Head st, Colchester 
Benton, Henry, Cannock, Stafford, Beer Retailer. May 10 at 11 at 
offices of Glover, Walsall 
Bickerdike, Stead, Leeds, Butcher. April 30 at 3 at offices of Pullan, 
Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Bridge, George Henry, Farnwor'h, Lancashire, Spirit Merchant. May 
11 at 11 at offices of Watson, Broad st, Bury 
Brown, Edward, Langford, Bedford, Butcher. May 10 at 3 at the Swan 
Hotel, Biggleswade. Nicholson, Bigeleswade 
arraher, Hugh, Liverpool, Pork Butcher, May 17 at 1 at offices of 
Green, Clayt: n sq, Liverpool 
Clough, John, Caenby, Lincoln, Farmer. May 14 at 12 at offices of 
Tweed and Stephen, Sa tergate, Lincoln 
Collett, Joseph, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Baker. May 10 at 3 at 
offices of Barlow and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Cook, Thomas John, Banham, Norfolk, Engineer. May 4 at 2 at offices 
of Stanley, Bank Plain, Norwich 
Corkhill, John, Liverpoo!, Cartowner. May 20 at 3 at offices of Con- 
nor, Ranelaigh st, Liverpool. Nordon and Mason, Liverpool 
Danby, George, Eckington, Derby, Boct Dealer. May I4at 3 at 18, 
Wardwick, Derby. Hextall, Derby 
David, Jacob, Cardiff, Priater. May 6 at 3 at offices of Jones, St Mary 
st, Cardiff 
Dorney, Jerome Vincent, Fenchurch st, Commission Merchant. May 
6 at 10 at offices of Morphett and Hanson, Cheapside. Philp, Budge 
row, Casnon st 
Downes, John, Mun«low, Salop, Farmer. 
Hotel, Ludlow. Anderson and D«vies 
Dowson, William, Bricriey hill, Painter. May 4.at 11 at offices of 
Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierley hill 
Evans, David, St Martin’s, Salop, Grocer. May 10 at 2 at the Public 
Hall, Oswestry. Minsh Ils and Jones 
Freck, Robert, Hickling, Nottingham, Baker. May 14 at 3 ut the 
Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Cranch aud Stroud, 
Nottiogham 
Gilbert, John, Raymouth rd, Be-mondsey, Dealer in Machinery. May 
15 at 3 at offices of Taylor and Jacquet, South st, Finsbury sq 
Gill, Charles, Great Marlow, Bucks, Chair Manufacturer, May 10 at 
3 at offices of Rawsn, Higt: st, High Wycombe 
Goodchiid, Thomas, Chisweil st, Finsbury, Pawnbroker. May 14 at 3 
at offices of Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury 8q 
Gwillam, Thomas, Leigh, Worcester, Fruit Merchant. 
offices of Tree and Son, High st, Worcester 
Handley, Joseph, Crank Haii, West Bromwich, Farmer, May 10 at 11 
atc of Slater and Marshal’, Butcroft, Darlaston 
Hely, Francis Edward, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. May 22 at 2 at 
offices of Baffery and Huntley, Tooley tt, Southwark 
Hitchen, Joseph, Nantwich, Cheshire, Beer Retailer. May 10 at 11 at 
75, Market st, Crewe. Pointon, Crewe 
Hockey, Thomas, and George Kobert Allen, Wilton, Wilts, Bakers, 
May 2 at 12 at offices of Nodder, City chamber+, Salisbury 
Andeon, John, Bootle, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. May 21 at 3 
at offices of Nordon and Mason, Vistoria at, Liverpool 
Ginghes,Jobn, Crewe, Shoemaker. May 3 at 11 at 75, Market st, 
Crewe. Pointos, Crewe 


May 16 at 3 at the Feathers 


May 9 at 11 at 





Huater, Willi Kirby Moorside, York, Dr 

unter, jam, Kir oorside, Yor' - May9 

offices of Harrison, Kirby Moorside Pieeg 79 0610.20 

James, David, Neath, Glamorgan, Baker, May 9a$ 1 at the Spread 
Eagle Hotei, Gloucester. Charles, Neath 


eed Thomas, Neath, Glamorgan, Grocer. 


May 9 at 
5 Sureud Basle Hotel, Gloucester; Charles, Neath rv aa 
ones, Hugh Payne, Towyn, Merioneth, no occupation. Ma 
at ottices of Hughes and Sons, Pier st, Aberystwith y Sats 
Jones, John, Penssistill, Carmarthen, Miller. Muay 2 at 3 atvoffices of 
Morris and Morris, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Jones, Richard, Glendrid, Salop, Innkeeper. May 7 at 11 at the 
Osborne Hotel, Oswestry. Lewis, Yspytt: 
Knight, Thomas Henry, Bristol, House Decorator. May 10 at} at 
offices of Beckingham, Aibion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 
Manning, James, Norwich, Shoe Manufacturer. May 10 at 12 at offices 
of Daly, Guildha!] chambers, Upper Market, Norwich 
Markwell, George, Kentish town rd, Grocer, May 13 at 2 at 4, Arthor 
st, East. May and Co, Adelaide place, London bridge 
Massey, William, New town, York, Builder. May 2 at 3 at offices of 
Teale, Albert rd, Middiesborough 
Mitchell, Geo-ge, Birmingham, Builder. May 9 at 11 at officesof 
Canning and Canning, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Muller, Charles Hermann Louis, West Hartlepool, Timber Merchant, 
May he 4 11 at offices of Turnbull and Tilley, Church st, West 
Hartlsepoo 
Oakey, John, Nottingham, Baker. May 10 at 12 at: offices of Fraser, 
Wheelergate, Nottingham 
Pargeter, John, Birmingham, Poulterer. 
lows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Phelan, Michael, Newport, Mon, Merchant. 
Vaughan, Dock st, Newport 
Phillips, Benjamin, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Mason, May 13 at 12 at i, 
Greenfield place, Lianelly, Snead 
Porter, John, Great Wover st, Southwark, Baker. May 10 at lat 
offices of Waring, Borough, Southwark 
Robinson, George, Mossley, Laneashire, Butcher. May 13 at 3at 
Offices of Kershaw, Townhall chambers, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Savidge, Henry, Deeping St James, Lincoln, Publican. May 7 at li at 
Offices of Law St Mary’s place, Stamford 
Sime, John, Lambston, Pembroke, Farmer. May 9 at 1.30 at the 
Guildhall, Carmarthen. Gwynne and Stokes, Teiiby 
Skelton, John, Chelsham, Surrey, Farmer. May 4 at 11 at Rose Cot. 
tage, St Join’s Grove, Croydon. Dennis, Croydon 
Smallman, Mary, Biakedown, Worcester, Farmer. May 4 at 12 at 
oftices of Coiiis, Market st, Stourbridge 
Smith, Ephraim, Litti« port, Cambiidge, Ironmonger. May 7 at 2.30 
at the bird Bolt Hotel, Cambridge. Addison, Ely 
Smith, James Edward, Northampton, Leather Factor. 
4, burlington chambers, New st, Birmingham, 
Winchester st 
Smith, Richard William, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Lancashire, Beer 
Retailer. May 9 at 3 at the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manche 
ter. Harris, Manchester 
Sugden, William stewart, and Joseph Binns, Bradley, York, Worsted 
Spinners. May 4 at 10 at offices of Singleton, New Booth st, 
Bradford 
Tector, Willism, Bolton, Boot Maker. May 17 at 3 at offices of Taylor 
and Sons, Mawds'ey st, Bolton 
Turner, William Hallas, Hemsworth, York, Joiner. Muy 9 at 3at 
offices of Burton, Wood st, Wakefieid 
Underwood, Heary John, Gloucester, Draper. May 6 at 3 at offices 
of Haines, 8t Jobn’s lane, Gloucester 
Walsh, John, Graylana’s road, Peckham, Tailor’s Cutter. May 3 at 
3 at uffices of Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 
Waterhouse, William, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. May 4 at 10.15 at 
offices of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Watson, Thomas Horsfall, Leedy, Estate Broker. May 9 at 2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Leeds. Child 
Wilkinson, Josiah, Notting Hill sq, Notting Hill, no occupation. May 
15 at 3 at offices of Raven and Co, Queen Victoria st 
Wilson, John, Middlesborough, Draper. May 6 at 12 at 8, York st, 
Manciesier. Teale, Viddiesborough 
Wilson, Joseph, and Phineas Wilson, Bradford, Builders; May 3at 
11 at offices of Singleton, New Buoth st, Bradiord 
Wood, William Henry, Walsall, Coal Merchant. May 16 at 3 at offices 
of Glaisyer. Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Woodhouse, Henry, Mile Ena rd, Bootmaker. May 6 at 3 at offices of 
Goatly, Westminster Bridge rd 


Tuxspay, April 30, 1878. 

Alsop, Frederick, and John William Tyrrell, Northampton, Shoo 
Manufactu'ers, Muay 15 at 3 at offices of Shoosmith, Newland, 
Northampton 

Bailey, John Thornton, Plymouth, Carter. May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Rodda, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Bartlett, George, Birmingham, ‘Tailor. May 14 at 11 at offices of 
‘Laylor, Colmore row, Birmingham } 

Baxter, Joseph, Tunstall, Grocer. May 8 at 2.30 at offices of Hollins- 
head, Tunstall 

Beniman, ‘'homas, Lockton, York, Farmer. May 13 at 2.30 at the 
White Horse Inn, Burgate, Pickering. arrison, IKirpy Moorside 

Bennett, John, jan, Kast India avenue, Ship broker. May 16 ut3 at 
the Guilchall Coffee House, Gresham st. Bradley, Mark jase 

Blanchard, Thomas, Trowbridge, Milliner. May 10 at 12 at offices of 
Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Bottoms, Abel, Barrowash, Verby, Builder. May 15 at 3 at offices of 
Norton, Sv James’s chambers, 8c James’s st, Derby 

Bowyer, John Codrington, Frampton Ootterel!, Gioucester, Plasterer. 
May 2 at 12 at offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Brook, Charles, Tingley, York, Gricer. May 14 at 3 at the Great Bull 
Hote), Westgate, Wakefield, Lister, Wakefield 

Brovke, Charles, Upper Kast Smitufiel4, Pawnbroker, May 13 at 2 at 
$1, Gresham st, Saddler, Canon st 

Butterworth, William Patten, Rochdale, Maker. May 13 at 3 
at the Railway Hotel, Milurow rd, Rochdale, Worth, Koch dale 

Carlyle, Joha Walter, Nottingham, Draper. May 17 at 12 at offices of 

hitiingham, Exch inge welk, Nottingham 

Carter, George, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. May 14 at 3 at offices of 
Shires, Market st, Leicester 


May 9 at 3 at offices of Fal. 
May 10 at 2 at offices of 


May 13 at3at 
Michael, Great 
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Carver, William, Forest Gate, Essex, Butcher. May 15 at 12 at offices of 
George, Finsbury place. - Fenton 
‘ewton Abbott, Devon, Stationer. May !1 at 11 at 


le, Jai 
eer OLren Eval Craven st, Strand. Creed, Newton Abbot 
Clarke, Charles, Epping, Essex, Carpenter. May 13 at 12 at 81, Gres- 


ham st. Metcalfe, King’s Bench waik, Temple 

Close, John, and John Charles Leeg, Jewry st, Aldgate, Export Drag- 
gists. May 25 at 12 at offices of Leslie and Co, Frederick’s place, Old 
Jewry. Loughborough and Knight, Aus'in Friars 

-Cloutt, John, York, onger. May 15 at 12 at offices of Wilkinson, 
St Helen’s sq, York 

ockcroft, Thomas, Millwood-in-Todmorden, York, Cotton Manufac- 
turer. May 14at3 at the Mitre Hotel, Manchester. Eastwood, 
Todmorden 

Cole, William, Gateshead, Plumber, May 13 at 12 at offices of Garbutt, 
Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Copsey, William, and William Frank Copsey, Romford, Es:ex, Uphol~ 
sterers. May 13 at 12 at offices of Mote, Walbrook 

Cox, George, Whitstable, Kent, Bakr. Mav li at 4.30 at the Bear 
and Key Hotel, Whitstable. Sankey and Co, Canterbury 

Crosby, John, Earlestown, Lancashire, General House Furnisher. May 
14 at 3 at offices of Davies and Co, Market place, Warrington 

Daniels, Peter, Middlesborough, Fruiterer. May 10 at 11 at offices of 
Wilkes, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Darbyshire, Edward, and Charles Darbyshire, Liverpool, Merchants. 
May 15 at 2 at the Law Association Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. 
Martin, Liverpool 

Darnbrough, Alfred, Queen st, Cheapside, Wholesale Saddler. May 
16 at 3 at offices of Tylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq 

Davies, David, New Tredegar, Monmouth, Grocer. May 15 at latthe 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Harris, Tredegar 

Davis, William, Tiverton, Devon, Gent. May 16 at 3at officesjof Duns- 
ford and Co, Fore st, Tiverton 

Denton, Henry Gowthorpe, Beverley, York, Coal M>rchant. May 14 
at 3 at the Holderness Hotel, Toll Gavel, Beverley. Jordesoa and 


White ng 

Dickie, James Chalmers, Worcester,Gun Maker. May 16 at 11 at 
offices vf Corbett, Avenue House, the Cr+ss, Worces er 

Durrant, Robert William, Central Meat Market, Meat Salesman. May 
16 at 3 at offices of Hubbard, London Joint Stock Bank chambers, 
West Smithfie d 

‘Dutton, Jacob, Hulme, Manchester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
May 15 at |1 at offices of Whitt, King st, Manchester. Whitehead, 
Manchester 

Eaton, Henry John, Hadleigh, Essex, Bricklayer, May 14 at 11 at 
the Crown Inn, Rayleigh. Wood and Son 

Eaton, William, Cheadle, Stafford, Bearhonse Keeper. May 9 at 11 at 
offices of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Ecroyd, John, Oswaldtwistle, Lancashire, Shoe Manufacturer. May 
14 at 11 at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral Gates, Manchester. Ballard, 
Accrington 

Edwards, John, and Walter Wylie, Liverpool, Insurance Agents. 
May 10 at 10.30 at offices of Hurmood and Co, North John st, Liver- 
pool. Grace, Liverpool 

Ellison, William, Croydon, Surrey, Bookseller. May 13 at 2 at offices 
of Moss, Winchester House, Old Broad st 

Elston, John, North Shields, Builder. May 13 at3 at offices of Duncan 
and Duncan, Market place, South Shields 

Feather, Thomas,and William Lund, Keighley, Machine Makers. May 
10 at 2.80 at offices of Rodinson and Robins n, Keigh'ey 

Gardiner, Addin, Eccles, Lancashire, Commission Agent. May 13 at 2 
at offices of Tidswell, Brazennose st, Manchester 

“Gate, Ruth, and Robert Gate, Westgate, York. Brush Manufacturers. 
May 15 at 2 at the Station Hotel, Batley, Scholes and Son, Dews- 


bury 
Goddard, John, jun, Great Grimsby, Stonemason. May 9 at 11 at offices 
of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chambers, West St Mary's 
gate, Great a. 
Godley, Richard, Batley Carr, York, Contractor. May 13 at 10.30 at 
offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, Union st, Dewsbury 
Gray, Henry, Kingston-upon-Hull, Ship Chandler. May 15 at 11 at 
the George Hotel, Kineston-upon-Hul!. Cross, Hull 
“Green, Robert, Greenwich, Kent, Chemist. May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Hepburn and Sons, Cheapside 
Hall, James Gibb, Warrington, Engineer, May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Davies and Co, Bewsey st, Warrington. Brook, Warrington 
Hannam, Thomas, Oldham, Cotton Waste Dealer. May 10 at 3 at 
offices of Roberts, Marsden st, Manchester 
Hanson, Joseph, Cieckheaton, York, Chemist’s Assistant. May 13 at 
3 at offices of Lancaster and Wright, Manor row, B-adford 
‘Harrison, Charles, Sheffield, Grocer. May 13 at 12 at offices of Auty 
and Son, Queen st, Sheffield 1 
Hilton, James, Little Bolton, Bootmaker. May 16 at 3 at offices of 
Richardson, Wood st, Bolton 
Hirst, Joseph, Paddock, nr Haddersfield, Flock Merchant. May 13 at 
11 at offices of Drake, John William st, Hudde?sfield 
Croll, John, and John Sockaday, Manchester, Tailors. May 13 at 4 
at 6, Vigo st, London. Hampson, Manchester 
Holman, William, Worth, Sussex, Grocer. May 10 at 12.30 at offices 
of Morrison, High st, Reizate 
Hulme, Thomas, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Hairdresser, May 14 at 3 at 
offices of Tomkins, L rd st, Liverpool 
Hutton, James Fussell Melis, Southport, Edge Tool Manufacturer. 
May 21 at 3.30 at the rooms of the Incorporated Law Society, Aldine 
court, High st, Sheffield. Yates »pd Co, Liverpool 
James, David, Neath, Glamorgan, Baker. Mav 9 at offices of Charles, 
The Parade, Neath, in lieu of the place originally named 
Jeans, Thomas, New Oross, Kent, out of business. May 15 at 3 at the 
G 1 Tavern, Gresham st, Howard, Greenwich 
Jenner, John Henry, Marchester, Imporier of Fancy Goods. May 13 
at 3 at offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
-Jones, Samuel, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Chair Manufacturer. May 13 
pe pe of Breckels, Guildball chambers, Fulcher, Horton 
» Hackney 
‘Kelvie, John Mercer, Red Lion court, Watling st, Mantle Manu- 
peanene. May 13 at 10 at offices of Evans and Eagles, John st, Bed- 
w 


‘Kenworthy, Charles, Carr, York, Woollen Spinner. May 14 at 3 at the 


a 


Kirkham, Frederick, Macclesfield, Painter. May 13 at 11 at offices of 
Froggatt, Bank buildings, Chestergate, Macclesfield 
Knight, Llewellyn, Birmingham, Oculist, May 13 at 11 at offices of 
Carr, Co'more row, Birmingham 
Krammer, Joel, Plummer’s row, Commercial rd east, Fish Salesman. 
pew d > at 2 at offices of Brighten and Parker, Bishopsgate st 
withou 
Lane, David, Kidderminster, Earthenware Dealer. May 15 at 3 at the 
Chess Room, Townha!l, Kidderminster. Saunders, sen, aad Burcher 
Kidderminster 
Laurence, Martin, Newport, Mon, Tailor. May 15 at 2 at offices of 
Paia and Son, Deck st, Newport 
Lee, John, jun, Welney, Cambridge, Engineer. May 16 at 11 at the 
Bell Hotel, Ely. Rogers, Ely 
Levy, Isaac, New st, Houndsditch, Grocer. May 22 at 2 at 40, Bishops- 
gate st without. Barnard, White Lion st 
Levy, Leon, Strand, Portman'eau Manufacturer: May 14 at 3 at 8, 
Fleet st. Levy, Surrey st, Strand 
Liekfold, Joseph David, Marlborough terrace, Upper Holloway, 
Plumber. May 18 at 12 at otfices of Brown, Goswell rd 
Lightbrown, James, Bath, Printer. May 9 at 12 at offices of Cruttwell, 
Harington place, Queen sq, Bath 
Mansell, William, Wolverhampton, Broker. May 11 at 11 at offices of 
Dallow, Queen sq, Wolverhampton 
Mason, George, Fulbourn, Cambridge, Carpenter. May 11 ati2 at 
offices of Eilison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury 
Morey, Owen, High Holborn, Licensed Victualler. May. 16 at 2 at 
offices of Layton and Co, Budge row 
Nathan, John, Portsea, Mdiiner. May 15at2 at 145, Cheapside, 
Bolitho, Portsea 
Nicholls, Saunders Fawckner, and William Shapland, Bristo!, Billiard 
Table Manufacturers. May :0 at 12 at officas of Tribe aad Co, Albion 
chambers, Bristol. Brittan and Vo, Bristol 
O'Connell, James Daniel, Trafdgar bridge, Peckham, Coal Merchant. 
May 16 at 2 at offices of Pettingill, Walbrook 
Oddy, Joshua, Batley Carr, York, Bootmaker. May 14 at 3 at offices 
of Stapleton, Union st, Dewsbury 
Pace, Jobn, Silverdale, Stafford, Bootmaker. May 11 at 10,30 at offices 
ot Turner, Bagnall st, Newcastle-uander-Lyme 
Palmer, William, Leeds, General Dealer. May 13 at 11 at oifices of 
Forn and Warren, Albion st, Leeds 
Parrington, Alfred, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Chandelier Manu- 
—- May 11 at 4at the Swan Inn, Cowick st, St Thomas the 
Apostle 
Paul, William Young, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Travelling Draper. 
May 17 at 12 at the Ions of Court Hotel, Holborn. Kiiby and Mace, 
Chipping Norton 
Peach, Charles Heury, Plumstead, Grocer. Mray 16 at 3 at offices of 
Aird, Eas:cheap 
Preston, David, Nottingham, Builder. May 17 at 12 at offices of Fraser, 
Wheelergate, Nottingham 
Price, George, and Charles Price, Bromyard, Hereford, Boot Manu- 
facturers. May 10 at 12 at offices of Knott, Foregate st, Wore 
cester 
Prime, William, Hanley, Fruit Salesmas. May 11 at 11 at offices of 
Satton, Hill Top, Bursiem 
Prior, Francis Leder, Great James st, Bedford row, Beer Merchant. 
May 13 at 2 at offices of Kelley, Great James st, Bedford row 
Prosser, Tnomas, Bristol, Beeraouse Keeper. May 11 at 12 at offices 
of Clifton, Broad st, Bristol 
Reynolds, George, Blackfriars rd, Southwark, Boot Manufactarer. 
May 18 at2at the Guildhail Tavern, Gresham st. Mason, North 
buildings, Finsbury 
Richardson, John Robert, Kent green, Cheshire, Builder. May 15 at $ 
at offices of Tomkinson, Hanover st, Burslem 
Robinson, Thomas Henry, Leeds, Piumber. May 13 at 3 at ollices of 
Hardwick, Infirmary st, Leeds 
Sargent, George Pe«rse, Dorrel! place, Brixton rd, Doctor of Med'c’ne. 
May 15 at 2 at offices of Norris, Southampwn buildings, Chance:y 
line 
Searle, Henry, and Thomas Finney, Coleman st, Tailors. May !6 at 
3 at offices of Saffery and Co, Uld Jewry chambers, O.dJewry. Dann 
and Palmer, London wall 
Seymour, Luke, Jameson Seymour, and Elizabeth Seymour, Daiton- 
le-Dale, Durham, Farmers. May 20 at 1 at offices of Wright, 
Tempest place, Seaham Harbour 
Shapcott, James, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Tailor. May 15 at 1 at 
£6, Regent st, Cheltenham. Caesshyre 
Sharpe, Francis William, Blunham, Beiford, Plumber. May t4 at 11 
at offices of Mitchell and Webb, Sc: Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Slaney, Charies, Bradley Green, Stafford, Boot Maker. May 13 at 11 
at offices of Cooper, Townha'l chambers, Congletoa 
Smith, David, Chesham, Buckingham, Grocer. May |4 at 3 at offices 
of the Creditors’ Association of Wholesale Dealers, Arthur st, East 
Smith, Joseph, St Albans, Hertford, Draper. May 16 at 3 at (he George 
Horel, St Albans. Annesley, St Albans 
Smi'h, Reuben, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. May 13 at 3 at 
offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, tirmingham 
Smith, Samue!, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. May 13 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkins, Change alley, Shettieid 
Smith, Wiiliam, Girlington, York, Draper. May 9 at 3 at offices of the 
Creditors’ Association, Parkinson’s cha ubers, Market st, Bradford 
Sorton, Levi, Salford, Lancashire, Grocer. May 15 at 11) at oifices 0 
Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 
Siaight, John, Ashton-under-Hill, Gloucester, Butcher, May 13 at 2 
at the Three Tues Ion, Pershore. Quarrel, Worcester 
Stort, James, Huddersfield, Paper Maker. May 9 at 3 at officas of 
Learoyd and Co, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 
Stott, Walter, Everton, ne Liverpeol, Hosier. May 15 at 3 at offices of 
Collins and Co, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool 
Sumwmers, Edwina Thomas, Birmingham, out of business, May 13 at 3 
at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Riemiogham 
Taylor, Edward, and Edward Taylor, jun, East Coker, Somerset, Twine 
Manufacturers. May 13 at Il at the Three Choughs Hotel, Yeovil. 
Watts, Yeovil : 
Teall, Robert, Handsworth, Stafford, out of business. May 13 at 3 at 
oftices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Joha, Budieigh Saltertoa, Devon, Builder. May 13 at 3 at 





Town Hall chambers, Ashton-under-Lyne, Greenfield 


the Castle Hotel, Castie st, Exeter. Floud, Exeter 
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Walford, James Hare, New Broad st, Wine Merchant. May 16 at 2 at 
offices of Baker and Co, Cloak lane, Cannon st 

Walker, Richard, Newby, York, Farmer. May ll at 11 at offices of 
Robson, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 

Waish, Henry, Chorlton-upon-Mediock, Manchester, Pculterer. May 
21 at 2 at the Artillery Arms, Ansley grove, Ardwick, Tremewen, 
Deansgate 

Watson, Edwin Tindée!l, Newington, York, Photographer. May 11 at 
11 at the George Hotel, Kingston-upon-Hull. Jackson, Hull 

Wand, William Othniel, and Frederick Charlies Graves, Crown court, 
Milton st, Printers. May 14 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee House, 
Gresham st. Elborough, King’s Arms yard 

Wetherill, William Thomas, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Power Loom 
Cloth Manufacturer. May 14 at 11 at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral 
yard, Manchester. Radcliffe, Blackburn 

White, George, Twerton hill, Somerset, Mason. May 10 at 11 at offices 
of Wilton and Sons, Westgate buildings, Bat 

Whitfie'd, Allison, West Hartlepool, Commission Agent. May 11 at 11 
at offices of Best, Market cross chambers, Stockton-on-Tees 

Williams, Daniel, Treherbert, Giamorgan, Grocer. May 10 at 3.30 at 
the Queen's Hotel, St Mary st, Cardiff. Clifton, Bristol 

Williams, David, Southport, Lodging house Keeper. May 14 at 3 at 
1, Barratt st, Southport. Jones and Pride, Liverpool 

Wilson, George, Hunslet, nr Leeds, Butcher. May 13 at 2 at offices of 
Rooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Wilson, William, South Shields, Cabinet Maker. May 13 at 11 at offices 
of Kewney, Howard st, North Shields 

Winskil!, Charles Frederick, Linthorpe, nr Middlesborough, Painter. 
May 6 at 3 at offices of Hope, Zetland rd, Midliesborough 

Woolley, Hervert, Weston-on-Trent, Derby, Blacksmith. May 13 at 3 
at offices of Briggs, Amen alley, Lerby 

Young, Joseph Goswellrd, Clerkenwell, Butcher. May 14 at 2 at 
offices of Banes, Basinghall st. Mason, North buildings, Finsbury 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
uaranteed Pare Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa-t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER 


than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 


fast Cap, costing less than a halfpenny. 
CocoaTina A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vaniiia Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 


hibited. 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 

H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless systema of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 
ARTIFICIAL TEETH zy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 

Pampbiet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 

ToHe Majesty,the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &e, 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 


BARRISTERS AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY L CLERGY GOWNS, ZC. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


NTEEMEDIATE EXAMINATION. — Students 
“evached” by a Gentleman of NINE YEARS’ practical legal 
experience. Good references if required. ‘Terras moderate —Omuzaa, 
1, Poete’-corner, Weetmineter, 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Auserr Sr. Pavi 
{M.A.Oxum), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for their Preli 

intermotiate, ax4 Final Examinations, either privately, or im clay 
KediGent pupils received, —Addrews, 11, Staple-inn, n, W.0, 




















ESSRS, SLADDEN, SON, and TURNER'S 
REGISTER A LAW PAKTNEKSHIPB, TRANSPERS, &., in 
under the persoval management of the head of the firm, 4 Bolicitor, 





On Mayf6. Price 5s, 


AW MAGAZINE and REVIEW, and QUAR. 
TERLY DIGEST OF ALL REPORTED CASES, 
NO. CCXXVIIT. FOR MAY. 
ConTENTS : — 

1. Codification and Legal Education. By Mr. Justice MARK BY, 
2. The Inclosure Acts and Common Rights. By FREDER(C GREEN 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. ™ 
3. —— By FRANCIS SAVAGE REILLY, Barris. 
ter-at-Law. 
4, On the Study of the Law. By CHARLES CLARK, Q.0, 
5. Scottish Criminal Procedure: its Lessons for England, By 
ALEXANDER ROBERTSON, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
6. Parish Registers. By T. P. TASWELL-LANGMEAD, B.C.L, 
Barrister-at-Law. £5 
7. Select Caces—Scottish. By HUGH BARCLAY, LL.D. 
8. Legal Obituary of the Quarter. 
9. Reviews of New Books. 
10. Quarterly Notes. 
11, Quarterly Digest of all Reported Cases, 
Srevens & Haynes, Bell Yard, Temple Bar. 





Now Ready, Second Edition, price 14s., cloth. 


T= LAW of LANDLORD and TENANT. By 
HORACE SMITH, B.A., and T. SPCONER SODEN, M.A., Esqs.,, 

Barristers-at-Law. Second Edition, enlarged, with Forms. 

London: Davis & Son, 57, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


LAY FIRE INSURANCE OFFICE, 
114, Chancery-lane, London, 24th April, 1878, 


Notice is hereby given that the ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING of 
the Shareho'ders of the Law Fire Insurance Society will be held atthe 
Society’s Office, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday, the 7th day of May néxt, 
to elect Eight Directors in the room of the like number of Directors who 
go out by rotation; and also to elect Four Auditors, and for general 
parposes, And that an EXTRAORDINARY GENERAL MEETING of 
the Shareholders will likewise be held at the place aforesaid for the 
election of a Director in the room of William Strickland Cookson, Ex., 
deceased, the business of the said Extraordinary General Meeting to 
take place immediately after the termination of the business of the 
Annual General Meeting. 
The chair will be taken at one o’clock precisely. 
The Directors going out by rotation are :— 

Francis Thomas Bircham, Esq. John Moxton Clabon, Ezq. 
William Thomas Cariisle, Esq. John Robert Daniel-Tyssen, Esq. 
Arnold William White, Esq. Bartle Jobn Laurie Frere, Esq, 
George Rooper, Esq. Charles Norris Wilde, Esq. 

They are eligible and offer themselvee for re-election, 

The Auditors retiring are :— 

Edward Francis Bigg, Esq. Frederick Morgan, Esq. 
Octavius Leefe, Esq. William Tanner Neve, Esq. 

They are eligible and offer themselves for re-election. 

The Cansidates for the vacant seat at the Board of Directors are 
Frederick George Davidson, Charles Cheston, and George Thompsm 
Powell, Esqs. 





By order of the Board, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 





LERIOCAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL LIFB 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
13, St. James’s Square, London, 8.W. 
City Branch; Mansion House Buildings, E.C. 
FINANCIAL RESULTS, 
The Annual Income exceeds ., oe oe ee oo 


The Assurance Fund is over .. Sas ol tbe: sn ky is 
The New Policies in the last year were 544, assuring oo ae 


The New Annual Premiums were... oe 
The Total Claims by Death paid, amount to .. 
The Subsisting Assurances and Bonuses amount to oo bby 


DISTINCTIVE FEATURES. 
Credit of half the first five Annual Premiums allowed on whole-term 
Policies on healthy Lives not over 60 years of age. 
Endowment Assurances granted, without Profits, payable at death 
or on attaining a specified age. 
Invalid Lives assured at rates proportioned to the risk, 
Claims paid thirty days after proof of death. 


BONUS. 

The Reversionary Bonus at the Qoinquennial Division in Janvary, 
1477 (amounting to £357,014), averaged 50 per cent., and the Cash 
Bonus 30 per cent., on the Premiums paid in the & years. 

The Next Division of Profits will take place in January, 1982, and. 
Persons who effect New Policies before the end of June next will be 
entitled at that Division to one year’s additional share of Profita over 


later Entrants, 
REPORT, 1877, 

The £3rd Annus] Report Just issued, and the Balance Sheets for the 
year ending June 30, 1877, as rendered to the Board of Trade, can be 
obtained at either of the Soclety’s Offices, or of any of its Agents. 

GEORGE CUTOLIFFE, Actuary anp Secnytast- 





COMMISSION, 
10 per cent. on the First Preminm, aod 6 por cent, on Renewals, 
allowed to Solicitors, The Comminsion will be continued to the perso® 
introducing the Assurance, without reference to the channel’ throug® 





vetized trum active practice, holding hi office in  Metropoli 
County Court,—Uthus: 44, hodtend-soury beaten w.c, “en 


which the Premiums may be paid, 
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